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Editors^ Introduction

^HE crisis and the failure of the twenties set the stage in America

for the thirties^ set the stage and almost wrote the plot. And once

inherited crisis had been set on the road to solution, another, and

1 more extraneous, crisis emerged to stamp its character on the

tx part of the decade: the crisis of totalitarianism and war abroad.

V could the New Deal develop a character of its own, one inde-

dent of past and future?

/ho can doubt that it did, and who can doubt that the explanation

) be found very largely in the character and personality of Frank-

[). Roosevelt ? Not since Washington had any President dominated

administration, and his time, as did F.D.R. If it is true that much
lis progress, domestic and foreign, was imposed on him by cir-

istances beyond his control, it is no less true that to an extraordi-

I degree he imposed his own will and purpose upon that program,

he character of the Republican ascendancy of the twenties had

1 pervasively negative; the character of the New Deal was over-

ilmingly positive. “This nation asks for action, and action now,”

isevelt said in his first inaugural address, and asked for “power

/age war against the emergency.” “Let us move forward in strong

active faith” were the last words that he wrote. Apathy, resig-

on, defeat, despair—these were the foes that Roosevelt routed

Cl the scene; action, advance, confidence, hope—these were the

iments that he inspired in his followers, the vast majority of the

erican people.

IX



X editors’ introduction

It is the stuff of good history, this—a leadership that was buoyant

and dynamic; a large program designed to enable the government to

catch up with a generation of lag and solve the problems that crowded

upon it; a people quickened into resolution and self-confidence; a

nation brought to realize its responsibilities and its potentialities. How
it lends itself to drama! The sun rises on a stricken field; the new

leader raises the banner and waves it defiantly at the foe; his followers

crowd about him, armies of recruits emerge from the shadows and

throng into the ranks; the bands play, the flags wave, the army moves

forward, and soon the sound of battle and the shouts of victoiy are

heard in the distance. In perspective we can see that it was not quite

like that, but that was the way it seemed at the time.

Not to all Americans, to be sure. Many of Roosevelt’s contempo-

raries reacted to “That Man”—and to the New Deal—the w'ay the

Federalists had reacted to Jefferson and the Whigs to Jackson. They

saw dictatorship and revolution where the majority of Americans saw

leadership and a democratic resurgence. They were, of course, mis-

taken. The New Deal was in fact pretty much what the phrase im-

plied: not a new game with new rules, but a reshuffle of cards that

had too long been stacked against the workingman and the fam^er

and the small shopkeeper. To be sure, there was no guarantee that

these players would now hold the winning cards, but at least they had

as good a chance as any of the others. In the perspective of almost a

generation it is the conservative character of the New Deal and of its

leader that is most impressive. The “Roosevelt Revolution” was in

fact the culmination of half a century of historical development. It

was deeply rooted in American experience; it relied on familiar in-

struments of politics and law; even its style was characteristically

American.

Even before recovery had been achieved (and some indeed would
question whether it would not have been achieved in any event;

others, whether it could have been achieved short of war)
, and while

the reform program was still incomplete, the shadow of totalitarian-

ism fell across the land and lengthened with every passing day. Roo-
sevelt, like Wilson, was almost instinctively isolationist; like Wilson he
came to understand that isolation was no longer a meaningful concept
and that what happened in Italy, Germany, and Japan powerfully
affected not only American security but American freedom and de-
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Locracy. Reluctantly, during his second administration, Roosevelt

3gan to move toward some kind of intervention in the Old World

:ene and toward preparation of the American people for participa-

on in the still obscure destinies in store for them.

This is the story that Mr. Leuchtenburg tells in what is a remarkable

:at of condensation and interpretation. He belongs to the generation

lat came to maturity after the New Deal, and he is able to look at

and analyze it dispassionately, even critically,* he writes at a time

hen most of the important evidence is in and available—the great

Lasses of documents, the formidable collections of manuscripts, the

lounting collections of journals and diaries and memoirs. He has

rawn on all of these, on the vast arsenal of newspapers and journals,

id on personal interviews with key actors in the great drama of that

me, to give us a judicious, penetrating, and luminous analysis. He
Des not allow President Roosevelt to steal the show—^not all of the

me. He does not accept at face value the interpretations which

le New Dealers have written into history; he is too familiar with the

Lstorical past to believe that all the enterprises and techniques called

lew” were really more than variations on past experience. To the

irvey of this passionately controversial chapter of our history he

rings a mind cool and skeptical, but a pen that can be ardent enough.

This volume is one of the New American Nation Series, a compre-

ensive, co-operative survey of the history of the area now embraced

i the United States from the days of discovery to our own time. Each

ilume of this series is part of a carefully planned whole, and fitted

5 well as is possible into other volumes in the series; each is designed

) be complete in itselT Other volumes in the series will deal with the

)ming of World War II, and with constitutional and cultural de-

riopments during the thirties. If there is overlapping, it has seemed

) the editors that this is less regrettable than omission and that some-

ling is to be gained from looking at the same period from independ-

it points of view.

Henry Steele Gommager
Richard Brandon Morris
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The Great Depression was one of the turning points of American

history. Even at the time^ men were aware of a dividing line. In

ordinary conversation in the thirties, people would begin by saying

“Since ’29 . . . or “In the days before the crash. . . What the

Lynds have written about “Middletown” applies to aU of America in

the 1930’s: “The great knife of the depression had cut down im-

partially through the entire population cleaving open lives and hopes

of rich as well as poor. The experience has been more nearly universal

than any prolonged recent emotional experience in the city’s history;

it has approached in its elemental shock the primary experiences of

birth and death.”

In recent years, historians, writing from the perspective of a quarter

of a century, have tended to minimize the significance of the changes

wrought by the thirties. They have stressed, quite properly, the con-

tinuity between the New Deal reforms and those of other periods, and

especially the many debts the New Dealers owed the progressives.

They have noted, too, that if much was altered in the 1930’s, much too

remained the same, and the basic values of the nation stayed fairly

constant. Yet, in recognizing the strands of continuity, they have too

often obscured the extraordinary developments of the decade. The six

years from 1933 through 1938 marked a greater upheaval in American

institutions than in any similar period in our history, save perhaps for

the impact on the South of the Civil War. It is this upheaval—^the

“Roosevelt Revolution”—that is the subject of this book : the devasta-

xii
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I wrought by the depression and the remarkable improvisation of

j political and social institutions to cope with it.

n writing this book, I have had the help of a great many people,

. I am happy to acknowledge the many kindnesses they have shown

Every student of the New Deal owes a special debt to the staff

he Franklin D. Roosevelt Library at Hyde Park, expertly directed

many years by Herman Kahn and more recently by Elizabeth

-wry. On numerous visits to the Library, I have had the skillful help

Jerry Deyo, Robert Jaqoby, Joseph Marshall, William Nichols,

;ar Nixon, and George Roach. Librarians in every part of the

ntry have aided me in my research; I received especially courteous

stance from Mrs. Irene Bray of the Industrial Relations Library,

J.L.A.; Marjorie Edwards, Swarthmdre College; Howard Gotlieb,

5 University; Gene Gressley, University of Wyoming; Jack Haley,

versity of Oklahoma; Martin Schmitt, University of Oregon; Louis

T and the staff of the Columbia Oral History Collection; Ermine

le, Sarah Lawrence College; and Pearl von Allmen, University of

isville. The staff of the Center for Advanced Study in the Be-

Loral Sciences, Stanford, California, where I was a Fellow in

1-62, helped me in countless ways.

he manuscript was read in its entirety by John Blum of Yale,

ert Burke of the University of Washington, Robert Cross of

imbia, Frank Freidel of Harvard, Richard Hofstadter of Colum-

Barry Karl of Washington University, and Christopher Lasch of

a, and I am deeply obligated to them for criticisms and suggestions

:h markedly improved the book. I have had the encouragement

assistance of the editors, Richard B. Morris and Henry Steele

imager, from the very beginning. Students in my graduate semi-

at Columbia in the past decade have, both by their questioning

by their own research in the sources, added greatly to my under-

ding of this period.

am indebted to George Biddle, Clifford Hope, Alfred Landon, Mrs.

ene Meyer, Frances Perkins, Norman Thomas and Lindsay War-

for granting me access to their papers and to Mrs. Albert Levitt

lermission to quote from the papers of Jay Pierrepont Moffat. Yale

/ersity granted me permission to quote from the papers of Edward

se and Henry Stimson, and Columbia University permission to

e from its numerous collections. I am indebted to a number of
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people for granting me access to their memoirs at the Columbia Oral

History Collection. J. Joseph Huthmacher kindly allowed me to ex-

amine materials in the Robert Wagner Papers at Georgetown Univer-

sity. My colleagues James Shenton and Robert Dallek lent me microfilms

of the Monsignor Ryan manuscripts and the William Dodd-Franklin

Roosevelt correspondence. Morton Borden of Montana State Univer-

sity gained me access to the James Murray Papers. Richard Abrams

of the University of California secured help for me in footnote check-

ing, a chore that was ably perfonned by Mrs. Karen Swanson. I am
greatly indebted to Thomas Harding, Theressa Gay, Katherine Hol-

brook, Carol Moodie, and Harry P. Jeffrey, Jr., who worked with me
in the final weeks of research and writing. Beulah Hagen and the staff

of Harper & Row gave me the benefit of their professional experience.

Mrs. Sigmund Diamond assisted me in preparing the index. The man-

uscript was typed by three proficient typists: Mrs. Helen Aplin, Mrs.

Kathryn Harrison, ^and Mrs. Leonore Russell of Palo Alto.

My wife, Jean Mclntire Leuchtenburg, improved the manuscript

by her intelligent reading and my spirits by her patience and good

humor.

W.E.L.

Dohhs Ferry, NY,
December 6, 1962
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CHAPTER 1

The Politics oj Hard Times

The Democratic party opened the 1932 campaign confident of

victor>\ I’he crash of 1929 had made a mocktay of Republican

claims to being ‘'the [)arty of prosperity.” In the three years of Herbert

Hoover's Presidc‘ncy, the bottom had dropped out of the stock market

and industrial prcKluction had Dam cut more than half. At the begin-

ning of th(^ summcT, Iron Ago reported that steel |)lants were o{)erating

at a sicktuung 12 fjer vont of ca|>acity with “an almost comj)lete lack”

of .signs of a turn for the In thme years, industrial construction

had slumped from $949 million to an unludii^vable $74 million. In no

year sinct^ tlie ( livil War wtue so few mihvs of new railroad track lald,^

By 1932, th(‘ imempIoytHl rmmbered upward of thirt<am million.

Many lived in the primitive^ conditions of a pn^industrial socic‘ty

stricken l)y famine. In the coal fields of West Virginia and Kenttjcky,

(‘victed families shivere<l in tents in midwinter; children went l)arc4oot.

In Los Angedes, people whose gas and eh»ctricity had been turned

off w<*re* n‘duc<‘<l to coe^king ovct wckkI fire^s in back lots. Visiting

mirses in N<*w Y<n*k fenuid childrtui famishexl; one episode^, reported

1 Federal Ueserm BullHin, XVIH ( 1932), 616; Iron Age, CXXX (1932), 31

;

Hhtorkal SiatiUici of (he (Inked .States (Wunhingtcm, 19l>()), p. 379; George
Boyti, Gomtrurtion at I^ow Ebb,” Railway Age, XGIV (1933), 153.

SiH* too William llow.ucl Shaw, V{dtie of Commodity Output since 1869 (New
York, 1947), p, bS; Harold Barger ami Sam Sehnurr, 7'he Mining Industrim,

IBfFlJfKW (New York, 1944), |). 280; Spurgeon Bell, Produrtiinty, Wages and
National Income (Washington, 1940), pp. 9(», UO, 136; Simon Ktr/nets, Cross

Capital Formation, 1919 1983, National Bureau of Economic Research, Bulletin

52 (New York, 1934), p. 12.

X



2 FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

Lillian Wald, “might have come out of the tales of old Russia.” A
Philadelphia storekeeper told a reporter of one family he was keeping

going on credit; “Eleven children in that house. They’ve got no shoes,

no pants. In the house, no chairs. My Gkxi, you go in there, you cry,

that’s aU.”2

At least a million, perhaps as many as two millions were wandering

the country in a fruitless quest for work or adventure or just a sense

of movement. They roved the waterfronts of both oceans, rode in

cattle cars and gondolas of the Rock Island and the Southern Pacific,

slept on benches in Boston Common and Lafayette Square, in Chi-

cago’s Grant Park and El Paso’s Plaza. From Klamath Falls to Sparks

to Yuma, they shared the hobo’s quarters in oak thickets strewn with

blackened cans along the railroad tracks. On snowy days, as many as

two hundred men huddled over fires in the jungle at the north end

of the railway yards in Belen, New Mexico. Unlike the traditional

hobo, they sought not to evade work but to find it. But it was a dis-

pirited search. They knew they were not headed toward the Big Rock

Candy Moimtain; they were not, in fact, headed anywhere, only flee-

ing from where they had been.®

On the outskirts of town or in empty lots in the big cities, homeless

men threw together makeshift shacks of boxes and scrap metal. St.

Louis had the largest “Hooverville,” a settlement of more than a

thousand souls, but there was scarcely a city that did not harbor at

least one. Portland, Oregon, quartered one colony under the Ross Is-

land bridge and a second of more than three hundred men in Sulli-

van’s Gulch. Below Riverside Drive in New York City, an encamp-

ment of squatters lined the shore of the Hudson from 72nd Street to

2 James Myers to Olive Van Horn, December 16, 1931, Dorothy Wysor to

Edward Costigan, December 28, 1931, Costigan MSS., V.F. 1; Lillian Wald to

James J. Walker, January 22, 1932, Wald MSS., Correspondence; Mauritz
Hallgren, “Mass Misery in Philadelphia,” The Nation, CXXXIV (1932),
275—276. The location of manuscripts and abbreviations used are indicated in

the Bibliography. In the case of manuscripts located in more than one place,

footnote citations of the William Allen White MSS. refer to the collection at the

Library of Congress and citations of the Lewis Schwellenbach MSS. to the col-

lection at the University of Washington, Seattle, unless otherwise indicated.

3 Edward Anderson, Hungry Men (New York, 1935); A. Wayne McMillen,
“Migrant Boys: Some Data from Salt Lake City,” Social Service Review, VII
(1933), 64-83; Thomas Minehan, Boy and Girl Tramps of America (New York,

1934) ; U.S. Department of Labor, Twentieth Annual Report of the Chief of

the Children's Bureau (Washington, 1932), pp. 5-9.
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^ 10th Street. In Brooklyn’s Red Hook section, jobless men bivouacked

n the city dump in sheds made of junked Fords and old barrels. Along

he banks of the Tennessee in Knoxville, in the mudflats under the

S^ulaski Skyway in New Jersey, in abandoned coke ovens in Pennsyl-

vania’s coal counties, in the huge dumps off Blue Island Avenue in

Chicago, the dispossessed took their last stand.**

“We are like the drounding man, grabbing at every thing that flotes

)y, trying to save what little we have,” reported a North Carolinian,

[n Chicago, a crowd of some fifty hungry men fought over a barrel of

garbage set outside the back door of a restaurant; in Stockton, Cali-

bmia, men scoured the city dump near the San Joaquin River to re-

xieve half-rotted vegetables. The Commissioner of Charity in Salt

Lake City disclosed that scores of people were slowly starving, because

leither county nor private relief funds were adequate, and hundreds

)f children were kept out of school because they had nothing to wear.

‘We have been eating wild greens,” wrote a coal miner from Ken-

ucky’s Harlan County. “Such as Polk salad. Violet tops, wild onions,

brget me not wild lettuce and such weeds as cows eat as a cow wont

jat a poison weeds.”®

As the party in power during hard times, the Republicans faced al-

nost certain defeat in the 1932 elections. President Herbert Hoover

2ould escape repudiation only if the Democrats permitted internal divi-

jions to destroy them. There was some prospect that the Democrats

night do just that. National Democratic party leaders criticized

Hoover not because he had done too little but because he had done

too much. The main criticism they leveled at Hoover was that he was

1 profligate spender. In seeking to defeat progressive measures. Re-

publicans in Congress could count on the votes of a majority of Demo-
crats on almost every roll call.^ But when, in their determination to

4 Charles Walker, “Relief and Revolution” Forum, LXXXVIII (1932), 73-

74; Boris Israel, “Shantytown, U.S.A.,” New Republic, LXXV (1933), 39—41;
Portland Morning Oregonian, February 1, 27, 1933.

® H.P.F. to Robert Doughton, February 10, 1932, Doughton MSS., Drawer 2;

Louise Armstrong, We Too Are the People (Boston, 1938), p. 10; Harold Ware
md Lement Harris, “In the ‘Jungle,’” The Nation, CXXXV (1932), 55-56;
George Yager to George Dem, March 26, 1932, Edward Gostigan MSS., V.F. 1

;

The Nation, GXXXIV (1932), 651.
® The Democratic party, Hiram Johnson lamented, “can be described as the

weak and timid echo of the Republican party in this Congress.” Johnson to

Charles K. McClatchy, February 29, 1932, Johnson MSS. Cf. T.R.B., “Washing-
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balance the budget. Democratic leaders reached the point of advo-

cating a federal sales tax, many of the congressional Democrats

balkedJ Under the leadership of Representative Robert “Muley”

Doughton of North Carolina, rebellious Democrats joined with Fiorello

La Guardia’s insurgent Republicans to vote down the sales tax and

adopt income and estate taxes instead.® The sales tax fight fixed the

lines of combat at the forthcoming Democratic convention. Progres-

sive Democrats were determined to overturn the national party leader-

ship at Chicago in June and choose a liberal presidential nominee.

By the spring of 1932, almost every prominent Democratic progres-

sive had become committed to the candidacy of New York’s Governor

Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Liberal Democrats were somewhat uneasy

about Roosevelt’s reputation as a trimmer, and disturbed by the vague-

ness of his formulas for recovery, but no other serious candidate had

such good claims on progressive support. As governor of New York, he

had created the first comprehensive system of unemployment relief,

sponsored an extensive program for industrial welfare, and won west-

tern progressives by expanding the work A1 Smith had begun in con-

servation and public power. In his campaign for the presidential

nomination, he frequently voiced the aspirations of the reformers. In

Albany, he pleaded the cause of ^‘the forgotten man at the bottom of

the economic pyramid”
;
in St. Paul, he stressed the need for “imagina-

tive and purposeful planning”
;
at Oglethorpe University, he declared

:

ton Notes,” New Republic, LXX (1932), 95-96; Henry Morrow Hyde MS.
Diary, January 18, 1932; Jouett Shouse to Claude Bowers, November 1, 1932,

Shouse MSS., Correspondence, 1932-1959.
^Doughton protested: “It looks like our National Democratic leaders have

betrayed us. Mr. Gamer and Mr. Rainey, Speaker and Floor Majority Leader,

stand on the Republican platform of the Sales tax. ... It looks like we are

headed for destmction. . . .” Doughton to Josephus Daniels, March 12, 1932,

Doughton MSS., Drawer 2. See too “Soak the Poor,” Wilburn Cartwright MSS.
* See Fiorello La Guardia to North American Newspaper AUiance, March 25,

1932, La Guardia MSS.; Lewis Kimmel, Federal Budget and Fiscal Policy

1789—1958 (Washington, 1959), pp. 148—150. Irked by this rebuff, Speaker

John Gamer staged an old-time revival meeting on the floor of the House and
asked every member who wanted to balance the budget to rise. Aided by this

performance, Garner drove through a series of excises to make up for the

rejected sales tax. The Revenue Act of 1932 fixed the tax structure for the rest

of the decade. Since New Deal Congresses retained most of the 1932 excises, they

sapped the effectiveness of the more progressive fiscal policy pursued in the Roose-
velt years. E. Cary Brown, “Fiscal Policy in the ’Thirties: A Reappraisal,”

American Economic Review, XLVI (1956), 869.
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rhe country needs and^ unless I mistake its temper^ the country de-

ands bold, persistent experimentation.’’®

If progressives admired Roosevelt for his record, they loved him

en more for the enemies he had made. In the 1928 campaign. Smith

.d chosen John J. Raskob, a Republican business executive in the

Li Pont hierarchy, to serve as the party’s national chairman. After the

28 debacle, Raskob had secured an unusually powerful position

thin the party, chiefly by using his own funds to keep it solvent. An
ch reactionary and a leader of the wets, Raskob muted the economic

ues of the depression by insisting that prohibition was the greatest

Lcstion before the country. He mobilized all the resources of the

tional party organization against Roosevelt’s bid for the nomination.

After his decisive defeat in 1928, Smith seemed resigned to retire-

2nt from politics. “There’s no chance for a Catholic to be President,”

lith confided to a western Democrat in 1930. “Not in my lifetime

in yours.”^® But as convention time neared. Smith came to feel that

deserved a second chance. Moreover, he had become embittered

what he felt was Roosevelt’s ingratitude in not consulting him on

estions in Albany, and piqued by his sudden loss of power to a man
regarded as his own protege. When Roosevelt made his appeal for

5 “forgotten man,” Smith, red-faced and raw-voiced, retorted: “I

11 take off my coat and fight to the end against any candidate who
rsists in any demagogic appeal to the masses of the working people

this country to destroy themselves by setting class against class and

h against poor.”^^

Although Smith had formidable support in 1932, few men seriously

mght he could win the nomination, so bitter had been the feeling

>used against him in 1928. Democratic leaders, who foresaw victory

er Hoover in November, did not want to jeopardize their chances by

mating a new Donnybrook over rum and Romanism.^® The real sig-

> Samuel Rosenman (ed.), The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.
osevelt (13 vols.. New York, 1938-50), I, 625, 631, 646. See T.R.B., “Wash-
ton Notes,” New Republic, LXX (1932), 205-206; Norman Davis to Cordell

11, April 7, 1932, Davis MSS., Box 27; Arthur P. Mullen, Western Democrat
ew York, 1940), p. 252.

Mullen, Western Democrat, p. 260.

^The New York Times, April 14, 1932; Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Crisis

the Old Order, 1919-1933 (Boston, 1957), pp. 273-277, 282, 291-292;
jrmond Clapper MS. Diary, February 11, 1932.

2 Joseph E. Davies denounced Smith’s attack on Roosevelt’s “forgotten man”
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nificance of the Smith candidacy lay in the possibility that, since the

convention was still governed by the two-thirds rule, Smith could use

his power to kill off Roosevelt’s candidacy and force a compromise

choice. Hence, a whole army of would-be compromise candidates vied

for the nomination. Marylanders like Dean Acheson grouped around

the conservative, highly popular Governor Albert Ritchie, and the

Chicago machine tied up Illinois’ fifty-eight votes by advancing first

its bewigged, pink-whiskered Senator J. Hamilton Lewis, then the con-

servative Chicago banker, Melvin J. Traylor, who could not appear

personally at the convention because of a run on his bank.^^ More
serious was the candidacy of Texas’s favorite son, the Speaker of the

House of Representatives, John Nance Gamer. An erratic leader of his

party, the Speaker had advocated both retrenchment and heavy

spending. He had the endorsement of the powerful publisher William

Randolph Hearst, who had called him, with unwitting precision, “a

sound and sincere Democrat; in fact, another Champ Clark.”^^

Roosevelt seemed unstoppable. He had the shrewd counsel of his

devoted aide Louis Howe, whose faith in his leader had not wavered

even in the bleakest hours of Roosevelt’s affliction with paralysis.

Roosevelt’s manager, the strapping James A. Farley, ran the Gk)ver-

nor’s campaign adroitly. A New York Irish Catholic Democratic

politician, he fitted none of the stereotypes of the hinterland bigot; he

came not from Tammany Hall but from Rockland County, neither

smoked nor drank, was well-mannered, intelligent, and talked to dele-

gates with a disarming modesty and directness. The Governor himself

had carefully devised a farm program which spoke to the dissatis-

faction of leaders in the hinterland, and he won to his cause most of

the South, and much of the agrarian West. By the spring of 1932,

Roosevelt was far out in front of the field, and aiming for nomination

on the first ballot.

Then came near disaster. When Roosevelt, badly advised, entered

speech as an “invitation to again engage in a Kilkenny cat fight, which will

completely convince the country that the Democratic Party is incapable of rul-

ing itself. . . .” Davies to F.D.R., April 14, 1932, Roosevelt Family Papers
(Halsted), Box 1.

13 Roy Peel and Thomas G. Doimelly, The 1932 Campaign (New York,

1935), p. 42; Richard Byrd to Eleanor Roosevelt, September 17, 1931, Roose-
velt Family Papers (Halsted), Box 1.

1^ San Francisco Examiner

,

January 3, 1932.
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the Massachusetts priniaiy, Smith troimcecl liim 3*”1, and put him to

rout elsewhere in New Knglandd'*^ Two days after his smasining tri- :

umph in the Bay State, Smith showed unex[)ected strengtli in l\mn« I

sylvania. A man who would in a few years forge a new ccxilition

around urban liberalism, R<K>sevelt in H)32 had little following in the I

industrial North<*ast. Early in May, Speaker (*arner, aidtxl by Ilearst,
j

William McAdoii, an<i the lexas Society of Calif<n*nia, ran well ahead

of Roosevt^lt in the ( lalifornia [irimaiy. Suddenly RcKXse^velfs nomina-

tion was in jeopardy.
j

At the Democratic natuaud convtmtion latt‘ in June, the anti-Roose-
|

velt coalitum camt^ within an ace' of .succt'ss. Roosewt'U took a decided

lead on tlie first ballot with votes to Smithls 20154. Garner’s

90*4. ii^d Hcattt'red support for favoriO' sons. Yet he w^as still more
j

than a hundrt*d vott's sluni of the needed two-thirds, and the next

two roll calls if'veahxi (mly modc'st gains. Monxwt'r, tht^ Cfovernor’s

lines had begun to rrack. Only the cajoling of Louisiana’s Huey fxmg
|>i*event«*d a break in the Mississi|>pi delegation that might have

started a rout. When the conventkm recesse<l aftt*r the tliird ballot,

the liiunvvvli leaders had a margin of cmly a h'w hours in which to

try to save the tlav.

Late that afternoon, when the hnirth roll rail readied (lalifornia,

the rangv, straigiit-Lacked William McA<loo stitnle to tiie platform,

(California, he anncnmced, Itad come t<» (Chicago imt to deadlock a (in-

vention hut to nominate a Ihrsident. Quicklv, tie* meaning of his

words hetame clear, (California had ahandoiK'd (Cann'r and was cast-

ing its fortv-fc»ur votes for Roosevelt. Befon* M<‘Ad<K> finished, the

Smith galifuies jeered him mercilessly, hut lie had heard those jeers

before. His mission at < !hicage» did s(»mething to ('ven sc^ores for 1924,

when Smith and the tw(othirds rule had denie'd him victory,*^ With f.

the switch of (Idifornia, it was all 9’he other states, all save the

diehard Smith (iimlied t^ri the hand wagon, and within minutes

Franklin Rooievidt liad fn'en named as the Democratie ncuninee.

Rciosevelf had won a victory that seemiHl all but lost a ff*w hours

isj. Jiorfili Ifniluna*'hrr, and
(Ctariilirider. pccrg gfi t’1t* t’1? ; Woriritrr April 27, P*12, rllpping

in |»ifiirs liarl ( Uutrv Si r,4pSH»4.j

Runf II pirilirr. **C t.thforfii.iS E*4f in ihe Ni»nun.iflt»rt <-»f Franklin I), R(mw-
vrlty CiiUPnnm Ounrt^tlv. XKKIK (1960). 121-140;
M«*AdtMi to K M, Ifotiir, Ainfulf 11, 1*112, Hotor MSS.
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before. The crucial change was the defection of the Gamer forces

firom the anti-Roosevelt front. Accounts of how and why this occurred

vary widely.^^ One simple answer is that Gamer bolted to Roose-

vdt in return for the vice-presidential nomination. However, Gamer,

who preferred the much more powerful post of Speaker, did not want

to be Vice-President. Some have stressed the influence of William

Randolph Hearst, whose agent cautioned Gamer that if Roosevelt

crumbled, the nomination might go either to Hearst’s old enemy

Smith or to the internationalist Newton Baker. Yet it was Gamer him-

self who made the fateful decision, not for personal gain, but because

he was a good party man who feared a deadlocked convention and

a compromise choice would hurt the party as it had before.^®

Upsetting all precedents, Roosevelt flew to Chicago—^in a tri-

motored plane that was buffeted by squalls and twice had to land to

refuel—^to deliver the first acceptance speech ever made to a nominat-

ing convention, incidentally helping dispel the notion at the outset

that he was too frail to undeitake a strenuous campaign. The Gov-

ernor pointed out: “I have started out on the tasks that lie ahead by

breaking the absurd traditions that the candidate should remain in

professed ignorance of what has happened for weeks until he is for-

mally notified of that event many weeks later. . . .You have nomi-

nated me and I know it, and I am here to thank you for the honor.

Let it . • . be symbolic that in so doing I broke traditions. Let it be

frcHn now on the task of our Party to break fcx>lish traditions. . . .

I pledge you, I pledge myself,” he concluded, “to a new deal for the

American people.”^® The very next day, an alert cartoonist plucked

fix)m Roosevelt’s speech the words “new deal”—a phrase to which the

Govemcw: had attached no special significance—and henceforth they

were to be the hallmark of the Roosevelt program.

The Democratic convention displayed little more interest than the

“Of the 55,000 Democrats allegedly to have been in Chicago for the recent

Convention,” Roosevelt’s law partner remarked a few days later, “unquestion-
ably 52,000 of them arranged the . . . shift.” Frank Freidel, Franklin D. Roose-
veltyThe Triumph (Boston, 1956), p. 309.

^Bascom Timmons, Garner of Texas (New York, 1948), pp. 159—168; Tom
Connally, as told to Alfred Steinberg, My Name Is Tom Connally (New York,

1954), pp. 141—145; Breckinridge Long to Key Pittman, July 5, 1932, Pittman
MSS., Box 149; Arthur Krock, GOHC; Newton Baker to Jouett Shouse, July 14,

1932, Shouse MSS., Correspondence, 1932—1959.
^^Fublic Tapers, I, 647-659.
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^publicans in the crucial problems of the depression. Roosevelt’s plat-

rm, drafted at the Governor’s request by A. Mitchell Palmer, was

conservative document. Senator Key Pittman protested: “The plat-

rm has the merit of being short, and the demerit of being cold,

tiere is not a word in it with regard to the ‘forgotten man.’ The
nvention made only modest changes. In its final form, the Demo-
atic platform differed little from that of the Republican on economic

lestions, although the Democrats espoused somewhat more ambitious

ilfare programs. The two platforms, observed one commentator,

3re “mere rehashes of old proposals, political croquettes concocted

Dm the leftovers of former years and dressed up with a little fresh

xbal parsley.”

At both conventions the delegates showed far more concern over

ohibition than over unemployment. “Here we are,” wrote John
ewey, “in the midst of the greatest crisis since the Civil War and the

ily thing the two national parties seem to want to debate is booze.

he Democrats, who had been tom apart by the liquor issue in the

^enties, determined this would not happen again. It was ridiculous,

)served a Missourian, for a jobless wet Democrat to wrangle with a

bless dry Democrat over liquor when neither could afford the price

a drink.^^ By convention time, the wets held a decided edge. While

e G.O.P. took an equivocal stand on prohibition, the Democrats

>ted a wringing wet plank. In the debate on the plank favoring re-

;al of the eighteenth amendment, the wets paraded the aisles chant-

g “How Dry I Am,” and booed and hissed the leader of the drys,

inator Cordell Hull of Tennessee. Everything else in the program

'oved anticlimactic.

While the platform aroused little enthusiasm, the nominee kindled

tie more. In the contest for the nomination, Roosevelt’s foes had

ctured him as a timeserver, a man lacking in convictions and in-

tpable of decisive action, and this view found wide acceptance, es-

20 Key Pittman to F.D.R., June 16, 1932, Pittman MSS., Box 16.

21 A. R. Hatton, cited in Peel and Donnelly, The 1932 Campaign, p. 124.

nancial journals were pleased by the conservatism of the Democratic platform.

irron^s, XII (July 4, 1932), 4; Commercial and Financial Chronicle, GXXXV
uly 2, 1932), 1-2.
22 Leo Gurko, The Angry Decade (New York, 1947), p. 42. Cf. Mauritz
illgren, "Beer, Bums, and Republicans,” The Nation, GXXXIV (1932),

7; Gleveland Trust Gompany, Business Bulletin, XIII (July 15, 1932).
23 Gharles Hay to James A. Farley, August 27, 1931, Hay MSS.
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pecially in the eastern press. A man who had firstwon national attention

as the paladin of the anti-Tammany reformers, Roosevelt had tem-

porized during an inquiry into Tammany corruption, A man who had

won allegiance as a Wilsonian idealist, he had capitulated to William

Randolph Hearsfs demand that he repudiate the movement to bring

the United States into the League of Nations. These two episodes,

coupled with Roosevelt’s attempts to straddle issues such as the liquor

question, led some of the keenest political observers to serious mis-

judgments. Elmer Davis believed the Democrats had nominated “the

man who would probably make the weakest President of the dozen

aspirants.”^'* Walter Lippmann thought him the master of the “bal-

anced antithesis,” “a pleasant man who, without any important quali-

fications for the office, would very much like to be President.”

Roosevelt’s campaign did little to reassure critics who thought him

a vacillating politician. His speeches sounded painfully discordant

themes. He assailed the Hoover administration because it was “com-

mitted to the idea that we ought to center control of everything in

Washington as rapidly as possible,” but he advanced policies which

would greatly extend the power of the national government. He struck

out at the disastrous high-tariff policies of the Republicans, but by the

end of the campaign, taunted by Hoover, he had eaten so many of his

words that no real difference separated the two candidates on the

tariff issue. At times he talked the language of his New Nationalist

advisers, at other times, as at Columbus, he spoke the idiom of the

New Freedom.^® His Topeka speech left farm leaders, as it was to

leave historians, arguing over precisely what he intended. He would

initiate a far-reaching plan to help the farmer; but he would do it in

such a fashion that it would not “cost the Government any money,”

24 Davis, “The Collapse of PoUtics/’ Harper’s, CLXV (1932), 388.
25 New York Herald-Tribune, April 28, 1932. See too Lippmann to Newton

Baker, July 29, 1932, Baker MSS., Box 149. “It is useless to blame this very

unrooseveltian Roosevelt for havinj? no ideas; he really tries his best to have
them,” snapped the veteran Washington correspondent Charles Willis Thomp-
son. “The Democrats have nominated nobody quite like him since Franklin

Pierce. . . Thompson, “Wanted: Politick Courage,” Harper’s, CLXV
(1932), 726-727.

Public Papers, I, 808, 835-836; The New York Times, November 5, 1932;
Raymond Moley, After Seven Years (New York, 1939), pp. 45-52; Rexford
Tugwell, “The Progressive Orthodoxy of Franklin D. Roosevelt,” Ethics, LXIV
(1953). 1-22; Felix Frankfurter to Louis Brandeis, August 7, 1932, Brandeis

MSS., G9.
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5 unlike Hoover’s farm program, would it “keep the Government in

iness.”^*^

fet all this was as nothing compared to his oscillations on fiscal

Lcy. He would increase aid to the unemployed, but he would slash

eral spending. On this one point he was specific; he would cut

emment spending 25 per cent. At Sioux City, Iowa, in September,

/emor Roosevelt stated: “I accuse the present Administration of

ig the greatest spending Administration in peace times in all our

ory. It is an Administration that has piled bureau on bureau,

unission on commission, and has failed to anticipate the dire needs

[ the reduced earning power of the people.” In Pittsburgh the next

ith, he declared: “I regard reduction in Federal spending as one

the most important issues of this campaign. In my opinion, it is

most direct and effective contribution that Government can make
business.”^® One of his New Deal administrators reflected sub-

lently: “Given later developments, the campaign speeches often

1 like a giant misprint, in which Roosevelt and Hoover speak each

er’s lines.”^^

n retrospect, it is clear that a fair amount of the New Deal had

a foreshadowed during the campaign. In his acceptance speech,

)sevelt advocated a reforestation program which would employ

nation’s youth, an obvious anticipation of the Civilian Conserva-

L Corps. In Portland, Oregon, he came out for public power de-

>pment and government regulation of utilities. Roosevelt in his

umbus speech, and the Democratic party in its platform, both

mised regulation of financial dealings on Wall Street, a pledge

ch was later fulfilled by a series of regulatory acts. On several oc-

ons, the Governor stressed the need for planning, and in his

omonwealth Club address in San Francisco he adumbrated govem-

Public Papers, I, 655. For the contrasting views of historians, see Daniel

eld, The Economic Thought of Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Origins of

New Deal (New York, 1956), p. 302, n. 26; Freidel, Roosevelt, The
mph, pp. 347-349; Gilbert Fite, George N. Peek and the Fight for Farm
ty (Norman, Okla., 1954), p. 239; Gertrude Almy Slichter, “Franklin D.
sevelt and the Farm Problem, 1929-1932,” Mississippi Valley Historical Re-

, XLIII (1956), 255, n. 51.

Public Papers, I, 761, 809. By June 30, 1933, Roosevelt asserted, the “true

it” might rise above $1,600,000,000
—“a deficit so great that it makes us

h. our breath.” Ibid., p. 805.

Marriner Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers (New York, 1951), p. 95.
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ment-^business co-operation to achieve a new economic order. Some

of his remarks foretold the subsequent development of welfare meas-

ures. In the very Pittsburgh speech in which he advocated budget-

balancing, Roosevelt added : “If starvation and dire need on the part

of any of our citizens make necessary the appropriation of additional

funds which would keep the budget out of balance, I shall not hesitate

to tell the American people the full truth and ask them to authorize

the expenditure of that additional amount.”®®

Some writers have even insisted that Roosevelt foretold virtually

all of the New Deal during the campaign.®^ Yet what is striking in

the light of later developments is what he did not mention in 1932

—

deficit spending, a gigantic federal works program, federal housing and

slum clearance, the NRA, the TVA, sharply increased income taxes on

the wealthy, massive and imaginative relief programs, a national labor

relations board with federal sanctions to enforce collective bargaining

—^and this does not begin to exhaust the list. Roosevelt did not ad-

vocate such proposals in part because they had not yet crystallized, but

even more because his primary task was to get himself elected, and,

as the front runner, he saw little point in jeopardizing his chances

by engaging in controversies that might cost him more than they would

win.

Yet in contrast to Hoover, Roosevelt seemed attractive enough to

induce a whole regiment of Republican progressives to bolt the party.

By Election Day, Roosevelt had won the support of an impressive

number of G.O.P. senators—^Robert La Follette, Jr., of Wisconsin,

Hiram Johnson of California, George Norris of Nebraska, Smith Wild-

man Brookhart of Iowa, and Bronson Gutting of New Mexico. Some
came out of deep dislike of the President. “I think Hoover is the most

pitiful failure we have ever had in the White House,” observed the

former Oregon Senator Jonathan Bourne, Jr.®® Others, disturbed at

first by reports that Roosevelt was a vacillator, came to dismiss such

Public Papers, I, 810.

Schlesinger, Crisis of Old Order, p. 538, n. 21; Samuel Rosenman, Work~
ing with Roosevelt (New York, 1952), p. 85.

32 Bourne to Ida Ameson, July 9, 1932, Bourne MSS. “As an American,”
explained Hiram Johnson, “I have really shuddered at what four more years

of Hoover may mean to this country.” Johnson to M. G. Zumwalt, October 24,

1932, Johnson MSS. For Cutting’s rejection of Hoover, see Santa Fe New
Mexican, October 26, 1932, extra edition.
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ilk as the propaganda of the “Power Trust.”^® “Frankly I had been

nder the impression until I met him that he was of the ‘Little Boy

lue-Little Lord Fauntleroy’ type,” the public power advocate Morris

!ooke confessed. Now he felt certain Roosevelt was a fighter.®^

If Roosevelt’s program lacked substance, his blithe spirit—^his in-

sctious smile, his warm, mellow voice, his obvious ease with crowds

—

ontrasted sharply with Hoover’s glumness. While Roosevelt reflected

le joy of a campaigner winging to victory. Hoover projected defeat,

rom the onset of the depression, he had approached problems with

relentless pessimism. After one gloomy White House session, Sec-

etary of State Henry Stimson noted, “It was like sitting in a bath of

ik to sit in his room.” The President seemed wedded to failure,

rutzon Borglum, the sculptor, remarked: “If you put a rose in

loover’s hand it would wilt.”^®

Even in his earliest days in office. Hoover had sought to escape

rom the world of politics Roosevelt relished and to insulate himself

rom the demands of popular government. A man of impressive ac-

omplishments, he had little understanding of the nuances of the art

f governing. Hoover, observed Willmott Lewis, Washington corre-

pondent of the London Times, “can calculate wave lengths, but can-

LOt see color. . . . He can understand vibrations but caimot hear

one.”^® No President ever worked harder in the White House than

lerbert Hoover, but he was never able to convince the nation that he

ared deeply how people were suffering and that he shared with them
he sorrows and the blighted prospects the depression had brought.

Nothing revealed so sharply Hoover’s lack of rapport with the people

lor caused him such a loss of favor as his inept handling of the Bonus

^rmy. Through the month of June, 1932, singing the old war songs

S3 National Popular Government League, Bulletin No. 156 (Washington,
932). In the 1932 campaign, the utilities spread the rumor that Roosevelt was
.n untrustworthy eccentric. J. David Stern, COHG.
3^ Cooke to George Norris, June 23, 1932, Cooke MSS., Box 90. Clarence

)arrow wrote: “It seems to me as if Roosevelt is the most available democrat
n sight, and still from all sources I am told he sadly lacks ‘guts’—^but of course

Qost men do. The interests are conspiring to beat him, which commends him.”
)arrow to Frank Walsh, February 10, 1932, Walsh MSS., Correspondence.
35 Henry Stimson MS. Diary, June 18, 1931; Grace Tully, F.D.R. My Boss

New York, 1949), p. 60.

33 Walter Lippmann, “The Peculiar Weakness of Mr. Hoover,” Harper^s,

ILXI (1930), 1-7; Irving Bernstein, The Lean Years (Boston, 1960), p. 249.
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and bearing placards “Cheered in ’17, Jeered in ’32/’ veterans of

World War I massed on Washington to petition Congress to pay them

at once war service bonuses Congress had agreed to pay in 1945. They

set up a large shanty town on the Anacostia Flats outside the capital,

and when they overran the flats, they took over some land and unused

government buildings on Pennsylvania Avenue, At its height, the

Bonus Army numbered over twenty thousand. When Congress rejected

this petition in boots reminiscent of Coxey’s march of forty years be-

fore, some of the veterans went home, but many others, homeless, job-

less, and aimless, stayed on in Washington.^’’

The encampment of the Bonus Army presented the head of the

District police, Pelham Glassford, who had been the youngest brigadier

general in the A.E.F., with a difficult problem. He opposed the bonus

and had tried to discourage the men from coming; when they refused

to leave, he tried to lure them home by having the Marine Band play

“Carry Me Back to Old Virginny” and “My Old Kentucky Home.”

Yet he reasoned that, although the men were encamped illegally, their

only offense was poverty. If they could have afforded it, they would

have booked rooms in downtown hotels like other petitioners. His

motorcycle cops furnished iodine and pills to the veterans, played base-

ball with them, gave them advice on digging latrines, even furnished

some tents and bedding. For a time General Glassford handled the

finances of the Bonus Army. He believed the greatest mistake the gov-

ernment could make would be a show of violence.®®

Glassford’s composure was not matched by that of Hoover and his

aides. As the Bonus Army squatted down for what might be a pro-

tracted stay. Hoover lost his sense of proportion and some of his more

volatile lieutenants panicked. The White House was put under guard,

the gates chained, the streets about it cleared of people—all of which

added to the impression that the President had cut himself off from

the country. Then, precipitately, the administration decided it must

have immediate possession of the unused buildings which the veterans

37 W. W. Waters, as told to Wmiain C. White, B.E,F. (New York, 1933),

pp. 1-144; Jack Douglas, Veterans on the March (New York, 1934), pp. 25-

175; B.FF. News, July 2, 1932.
38 Glassford to the Commissioners, D.C., July 22, 1932, Glassford MSS., Box

4; John Dos Passes, “The Veterans Come Home to Roost,” New Republic,

LXXI (1932), 177; Fleta Campbell Springer, “Glassford and the Siege of

Washington,” Harpefs, CXLV (1932), 641-B55.
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d occupied. On July 28^ Glassford reluctantly undertook the assign-

jnt of dislodging the veterans. Two brief skirmishes ensued, in one

which two veterans were killed. The Commissioners now had the

etext for requesting federal troops, and Hoover and Secretary of

ar Patrick Hurley, who was convinced he faced a Communist up-

ing of menacing proportions, quickly obliged. The Army, under

inerai Douglas MacArthur, carried out its mission with few casu-

ies, but with a thoroughness that the situation scarcely required,

ur troops of cavalry with drawn sabers, six tanks, and a column of

el-helmeted infantry with fixed bayonets entered downtown Wash-

^on. After clearing the buildings on Pennsylvania Avenue, they

>ssed the Anacostia Bridge, thousands of veterans and their wives

d children fleeing before them, routed the bonusers from their crude

mes, hurled tear gas bombs into the colony, and set the shacks afire

th their torches. That night, Washington was lit by the burning

mps of Anacostia Flats.®®

Hoover’s use of armed force against American veterans raised a

urn of protest. “What a pitiful spectacle is that of the great Amer-

in Government, mightiest in the world, chasitig unarmed men,

>men and children with army tanks,” observed the Washington

The administration made matters still worse by vilifying the

>nus Army as a rabble of Communists and criminals. General Mac-
thur described the marchers as “a mob . . . animated by the es-

ice of revolution.” If the President had let the “insurrectionists”

rry on for one more week, MacArthur stated, “the institutions of

r Government would have been very severely threatened.”^^ Far from

ing a menacing band of revolutionaries, the Bonus Army was a

lipped, melancholy group of men trying to hold themselves together

len their spirit was gone. The Communist faction had to be pro-

:ted from other bonus marchers who threatened physical violence,

lere were some criminals in the group, but as one commentator re-

Ferry K. Heath to the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, July 26,

1932, Glassford MSS., Box 4; Agnes Meyer MS. Diary, June 6, 1932;
rnstein, Lean Years, pp. 448-454; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp.
^-263; Thomas Stokes, Chip Off My Shoulder (Princeton, 1940), pp. 301-
k Some of the veterans added to the blaze by setting their shacks afire.

Washington News, July 30, 1932.

The Memoirs of Herbert Hoover (3 vols.. New York, 1951-52), III, 228-
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marked, the record for serious crime in President Harding’s cabinet

W21S proportionately higher than in the B.E.F. Washington experienced

more crime in August after the Army had departed than in July when

it was there. To cap the episode, the administration claimed the U.S.

Army had been guilty of no violence, and had not fired the camp, two

statements which the newsreels belied.^^

Months before the Bonus Army incident. Hoover seemed destined

for defeat in November. “There is not a single soul thus far I have

met, stand-pat, Progressive or otherwise, who believes Hoover can be

elected,” Hiram Johnson wrote early in February.^® After the rout of

the Bonus Army, Hoover encountered the bitter animosity of men and

women who held him personally responsible for their plight. In De-

troit, he was greeted with the cry: “Down with Hoover, slayer of

veterans.” In the auto city, he drove through miles of streets lined with

sullen, silent men. When he got up to speak, his face was ashen, his

hands trembled."^^ Toward the end, Hoover was a pathetic figure, a

weary, beaten man, often jeered by crowds as a President had never

been jeered before.

Hoover had, by his own hubris, placed himself in an impossible

position. Nothing he said could free him from the inconsistency of

claiming credit for prosperity but shirking blame for depression. When
he accepted the Republican nomination at the Stanford stadium in

August, 1928, he had declared: “We in America today are nearer to

the final triumph over poverty than ever before in the history of any

land.” In his inaugural address in March, 1929, he had asserted: “In

no nation are the fruits of accomplishment more secure.” “The test

of the rightfulness of our decisions,” he told Congress in December,

1929, “must be whether we have sustained and advanced . . . pros-

Bernstein, Lean Years, pp. 454-456 ; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp.
518—519, n. 15; Glassford, “Circumstances Leading up to the Use of Federal

Forces against the Bonus Army,” Glassford MSS., Box 4; Glassford to John
Chamberlain, January 25, 1952, Glassford MSS., Box 1. Gf. Benjamin Gitlow,

The Whole of Their Lives (New York, 1948), p. 228; Don Lohbeck, Patrick J.

Hurley (Chicago, 1956), pp. 102-118, 486-488.

Hiram Johnson to Charles K. McGlatchy, February 2, 1932, Johnson MSS.
See Miguel Otero to Bronson Cutting, January 25, 1932, Otero MSS.; “40

Years a Legislator,” p. 196, Elmer Thomas MSS.
^ Stokes, Chip Off My Shoulder, pp. 304—305. Gf. Theodore Joslin, Hoover

Off the Record (Garden City, N.Y., 1934), p. 324.
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Gk)od times, he insisted, were not the resuit of good fortune,

it of the wisdom of the Republican party and business leaders. His

omises, observed Elmer Davis, “ran to that excess which above

[ things offended the Greek temperament, which seemed above all

ings to invite the correcting interposition of Nemesis. . . . Never in

nerican history did a candidate so recklessly walk out on a limb and

allenge Nemesis to saw it off.’’^®

On Election Day, Nemesis responded to the challenge. Franklin

Dosevelt swept to victory with 22,800,000 votes to Hoover’s

1,750,000. With a 472-59 margin in the Electoral College, he cap-

red every state south and west of Pennsylvania. Roosevelt carried

ore counties than a presidential candidate had ever won before, in-

Liding 282 that had never gone Democratic. Of the forty states in

cover’s victory coalition four years before, the President held but

c. Save for 1912, when the party was divided, no Republican can-

date had ever been defeated so badly.

^^The New York TimeSj August 12, 1928; William Starr Myers (ed.). The
zte Papers and Other Public Writings of Herbert Hoover (2 vols.. Garden
ty,N.Y., 1934),!, 12, 166.

Elmer Davis, “Hoover and Hubris,” New Republic

,

LXXIII (1932), 7—8.

. The New York Timesj November 9, 1932, editorial on the “hubris*^ of the

publicans. One writer commented: “What a pity that we cannot send Mr.
)over to Delphi to learn some act of atonement to placate the implacable

ds.” “The United States Before the Election,” Round Table, XXII (1932),



CHAPTER 2

Winter of Despair

we could smell the depression in the air,” one writer re-

X membered of “that historically cruel winter of 1932-3, which

chilled so many of us like a world’s end. ... It was like a raw wind;

the very houses we lived in seemed to be shrinking, hopeless of real

comfort.”^ The interval between Roosevelt’s election in November,

1932, and his inauguration in March, 1933, proved the most harrow-

ing four months of the depression. Three years of hard times had cut

national income more than half; the crash of five thousand banks had

wiped out nine million savings accounts. In the summer of 1932, the

economy had rallied once more, but by the end of the year recovery

seemed as elusive as ever.^

^Harold Clurman, Fervent Years (New York, 1957), pp. 107, 112.

2 The most perspicacious business forecast anticipated that 1933 would be

another year of depression, with exports, dividends, and industrial wage rates

even lower than in 1932, and business failures greater. Cleveland Trust Com-
pany, Business Bulletin, XIII (December 15, 1932). Mr. Hoover and his sup-

porters have contended that recovery began in the summer of 1932 and that

only anxiety about the policies Roosevelt would pursue when he took office

produced the crisis of March, 1933. The Memoirs of Herbert Hoover (3 vols.,

New York, 1951-52), III, 39-40, 176-216; William Starr Myers and Walter

Newton, The Hoover Administration (New York, 1936). Such a contention is

not finally subject to proof or disproof ; suffice it to say that while some indices

showed improvement in 1932, others did not; that the disruption was far greater

than this argument suggests; and that it seems only commonsensical to suppose

that people withdrew money from banks, not because they feared Roosevelt, but

because they had a well-founded distrust of the banks. Furthermore, the belief

that the depression persisted only because Roosevelt would not endorse the

i8
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; come home from the hill every night filled with gloom/’ one

hington correspondent noted. “I see on streets filthy, ragged, des-

te-looking men, such as I have never seen before.”^ By the end

hoover’s reign, more than fifteen million workers had lost their jobs.

Steel’s payroll of full-time workers fell from 225,000 in 1929 to

on April 1, 1933; even the hands employed part-time in 1933

bered only half as many as the full-time force of 1929. In Seattle,

jss families whose lights had been cut off spent every evening in

ness, some even without candles to light the blackened room. In

mber, 1932, a New York couple moved to a cave in Central Park,

-e they lived for the next year. That same month, Rexford Tugwell

e in his diary: “No one can live and work in New York this winter

out a profound sense of uneasiness. Never, in modem times, I

Id think, has there been so widespread unemployment and such

ing distress from sheer hunger and cold.”^

the depression deepened, amorphous resentment finally took form

le overwhelming question: Who was to blame? The answer came
ily enough. Throughout the 1920’s, publicists had trumpeted one

r-ending refrain: that the prosperity of the decade had been

uced by the genius of businessmen. If businessmen had caused

3erity, who but they must be responsible for the depression? To
ieep displeasure of the financial world, President Hoover started

nt for personal devils. Fmstrated by the failure of the economy to

md to his nostrums. Hoover encouraged a Senate investigation

Wall Street in the spring of 1932 to make an example of the

rs,’* who he believed had been organizing “raids” on the stock

:et.«

es Hoover had pursued for the previous three yeara is not without its

al aspects. Cf. George Soule, “This Recovery: What Brought It? And
[t Last?” Harper’s, CLXXIV (1937), 337-345; Thomas Wilson, Fluctua-

in Income and Employment (London, 1942), p. 161.

’enry Morrow Hyde MS. Diary, January 5, 1933.

ving Bernstein, The Lean Years (Boston, 1960), pp. 506-507; “Interoffice

)ss,” February 17, 1933, J. D. Ross MSS.; Joseph Mitchell, McSorley’s
lerful Saloon (Harmondsworth, Eng., 1954), pp. 147-155; Tugwell,
;s from a New Deal Diary,” December 24, 1932.

3r Hoover’s views, an important source is a memorandum by Morris Tracy
:onversation with Hoover on February 29, 1932, in the files of the Wash-
1 Bureau of the United Press. For Wall Street resentment, see Richard
ley to Ogden Mills, August 26, 1932; Mills to Whitney, August 27, 1932,
ley to Mills, September 2, 1932, Mills MSS., Box 11.
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Under the persistent probing of Ferdinand Pecora, the committee

shattered the image of the investment banker as a man of probity

whose first concern was the welfare of his customers and who operated

in an institution that was a model of fair play. Pecora revealed that

the most respected men on Wall Street had rigged pools^ had profited

by pegging bond prices artificially high, and had lined their pockets

with fantastic bonuses.^ The leading financial houses, the committee

learned, invited insiders to purchase securities at a price much below

that paid by the public. When officers of Charles Mitchell’s National

City Bank faced ruin because they could not cover their investments,

the bank gave them interest-free loans while ruthlessly selling out their

own customers. The bankers seemed bereft of a sense of obligation

even to their own institutions. Albert Wiggin, president of the Chase

National Bank, had even sold short the stock of his own bank.

Pecora’s inquiry was only one of a series of spectacular episodes

that destroyed the financier as a folk hero. In March, 1932, the Swed-

ish match king, Ivar Kreuger, shot himself in a Paris apartment.

Mourned at the time of his death as a financial titan, he was revealed

a month later to have been a swindler who had forged $100,000,000 in

bonds. Kreuger’s ability to deceive the investment house of Lee, Hig-

^nson and, in turn, American investors suggested that the morality

of international finance and the business acumen of Lee, Higginson

left much to be desired.^ While auditors attempted to untangle the

Kreuger empire, a new bombshell exploded. The firm of Samuel

Insull, the leading utility magnate in the country, chairman of the

boards of sixty-five companies and emperor of a utility holding com-

pany domain that reached into thirty-two states, folded. Insull, an idol

® The Stock Exchange, Pecora later wrote, “was in reality neither more nor
less than a glorified gambling casino where the odds were weighted heavily

against the eager outsiders.” Pecora, Wall Street under Oath (New York, 1939),
p. 263. Pecora was hired as counsel after the 1932 elections. Cf. Arthur Capper
to Joe H. Mercer, January 5, 1932, Capper MSS.

^Robert Shaplen, Kreuger (New York, 1960) ; “Ivar Kreuger,” Fortune, VII
(May, 1933), 51-57, 78-84; (June, 1933), 59-63, 78-95; VIII (July, 1933),
68-76. The author of the anonymous Fortune series was Archibald MacLeish.
By the end of 1932, newspapers were advertising “The Match King” with
Warren William and Lily Damita: “sizzling hot from the headlines by
Warners . . . this story of a man who made suckers of millions, and who was
himself made a sucker by an actress you all know!” Cincinnati Enquirer, De-
cember 31, 1932.
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F the twenties, was now pilloried as an unscrupulous charlatan.*

Yet it was less their financial transgressions than their social ir-

isponsibility which caused the loss of faith in America’s business

:aders. At a time when millions lived close to starvation, and some

/en had to scavenge for food, bankers like Wiggin and corporation

secutives like George Washington Hill of American Tobacco drew

stronomical salaries and bonuses. Yet many of these men, including

biggin, manipulated their investments so that they paid no income

IX at all. In Chicago, where teachers, unpaid for months, fainted in

iassrooms for want of food, wealthy citizens of national reputation

razenly refused to pay taxes or submitted falsified statements.* In

)etroit, the hardest hit of any large city, Henry Ford set the standard

3r businessmen by shrugging off all responsibility for the welfare of the

)bless. Detroit bankers, in fact, insisted that before the city would be

ranted a loan to maintain relief, it would have to cut relief pittances

till further.

The real responsibility for their poverty, insisted John Edgerton

1 his presidential address to the National Association of Manufac-

arers in October, 1930, lay with the jobless themselves. If, he asked,

they do not , . . practice the habits of thrift and conservation, or

: they gamble away their savings in the stock market or elsewhere, is

ur economic system, or government, or industry to blame?” The tone

f lament in Edgerton’s remarks was common. One of the most pop-

ilar themes of business literature of the period was that the wealthy

•usinessman had suffered more than the worker.^*

8 James Bonbright and Gardiner Means, The Holding Company (New York,

932). Cf. Forrest McDonald, Insull (Chicago, 1962).
9 Teachers lost their homes, their insurance policies, nearly every possession

f value, but kept at their desks although they did not know if they would ever

e paid. During the 1932-33 school year, 81 per cent of the children in white

ural schools in Alabama were schoolless
;
Georgia closed more than a thousand

chools with an enrollment of over 170,000 pupils; Dayton schools in early 1933
pened only three days a week. Avis Carlson, “Deflating the Schools,” Harper^s,

:LXVII (1933), 705-714.

Proceedings of the Thirty-fifth Annual Meeting of the National Association

f Manufacturers^ New York City, October 6-9, 1930, pp. l-4^~15. “As it now
tands,” complained Barron^'s “labor has reaped aU the reward, and the new
apital supplied is with little or no return.” Barron^s, XIII (January 16, 1933),
'. Gf. Commercial and Financial Chronicle^ CXXXVI (January 7, 1933), 18;

'ales Management, XI (1932), 361.
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By the time Roosevelt took office, the country had been whipped

to a fury at the performance of bankers and businessmen. The New
York bankers especially were the target of popular wrath. “The best

way to restore confidence in the banks,” Senator Burton Wheeler of

Montana stormed at Mitchell, “would be to take these crooked presi-

dents out of the banks and treat them the same as we treated A1

Capone when he failed to pay his income tax.”^^ Senator Carter Glass

of Virginia told his colleagues: “One banker in my state attempted to

marry a white woman and they lynched him.”^^

In primitive societies, homage was paid to the witch doctors who
could control those forces—sun, rain, and wind—^which could spell

the difference between plenty and privation in a primitive economy

and before which most men stood helpless. The crisis of the Great De-

pression revealed that the American people had come to view their fi-

nancial “wizards” in the same light; the businessman had been thought

of as a magic-maker who could master the forces of a complex in-

dustrial society which the common man viewed with awe, and which

were as much out of his control as the wind or tides. By the winter

of 1932, the businessman had lost his magic and was as discredited as

a Hopi rainmaker in a prolonged drought. “It will be many a long

day before Americans of the middle class will listen with anything ap-

proaching the reverence they felt in 1928 whenever a magnate of

business speaks,” observed Gerald Johnson. “We now know they are

not magicians. When it comes to a real crisis they are as helpless as

the rest of us, and as bewildered.”^^

The persistence of the depression raised questions not merely about

business leadership but about capitalism itself. When so many knew
want amidst so much plenty, something seemed to be fundamentally

wrong with the way the system distributed goods. While the jobless

wore threadbare clothing, farmers could not market thirteen million

bales of cotton in 1932. While children trudged to school in shoes

Portland Morning Oregonian, February 23, 1933. "Certainly the New
York bankers have proved that they are no heroes,” Agnes Meyer, the wife of

Hoover’s chief of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, noted in her diary.

“The wealthy classes as I have learned to know them through the depression are

not much to be admired. They are overcome by fear and selfishness. There is

very little social outlook.” Agnes Meyer MS. Diary, April 29, 1932.
12 Henry Morrow Hyde MS. Diary, March 11, 1932.
13 “The Average American and the Depression,” Current History, XXXV

(1932), 672-^73.
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ed with cardboard, shoe factories in Lynn and Brockton, Massa-

usetts, had to close down six months of the year. With ten billion

liars in bank vaults, hundred of cities felt compelled to issue scrip

cause there was not enough currency in the town. Some groups

sn resorted to barter.^^ While people went without food, crops rotted

the fields. One observer reported in 1932: “Beginning in the Caro-

as and extending clear into New Mexico are fields of unpicked

tton that tell a mute story of more cotton than could be sold for

ough, even, to pay the cost of picking. Vineyards with grapes still

picked, orchards of olive trees hanging full of rotting fruits and

mges being sold at less than the cost of production.”^® Western

ichers, unable either to market their sheep or feed them, slit their

roats and hurled their carcasses into canyons.^® In the plains states,

sadlines marched under grain elevators heaped high with wheat.^’'

The savage irony of want amidst plenty drove farmers to violent

tion. As farm income dipped sharply while taxes and mortgage ob-

ations remained constant, thousands of fanners lost their land for

lure to pay taxes or meet payments. One accoimt reported that on

jingle day in April, 1932, one-fourth of the entire area of the state

Mississippi went under the hammer of auctioneers.^® “Right here

^ Henry Morton Robinson, Fantastic Interim (New York, 1943), pp. 217-
“Cooperative Self-Help Activities Among the Unemployed,” Monthly

bor Review, XXXVI (1933), 979-1038, 1229-1240; Wayne Weishaar and
yne Parrish, Men Without Money (New York, 1933). Since the barter groups

ected the tradition of self-reliance, they won an inordinate amount of atten-

1. Yet, in a pecuniary economy, a man needed money, and self-help groups

/•ed few of his problems. The radical Louis Budenz commented on the barter

ups: “Potatoes became the opium of the people.” John Chamberlain, “Crusoe
momics,” Flew Republic, LXXVII (1933), 302.

^New Republic XX (1932), 211.

® U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Unemployment in the United

tes. Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Labor, U.S. House
Representatives, 72d Cong., 1st Sess., on H.R. 206, H.R. 6011, H.R. 8088
Washington, 1932), pp. 98—100.

“One February in the early thirties, when bread-lines were decorating our

es and towns, I had to go out to Salt Lake City,” a writer recalled. “As I

;sed through the high plains I noticed piles of sand beside the tracks and I

ed the conductor what the stuff was doing there. His answer was, ‘Mister,

.t isn’t sand, that’s wheat.’ ” Paul Sears, “O, Bury Me Not,” New Republic,

II (1937), 9.

^Literary Digest, CXIII (May 7, 1932), 10. Cf. Lawrence Jones and David
rand, Mortgage Lending Experience in Agriculture (Princeton, 1954), pp.
-110 .
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in Mississippi some people are about ready to lead a mob,” remarked

Governor Theodore Bilbo. “In fact, I’m getting a little pink myself.”^^

In the fall of 1931, Iowa fanners had broken out into an open re-

bellion that spread to other parts of the country. In Logan, Iowa, five

himdred farmers, milling around the courthouse, prevented the sale

of Ernest Ganzhom’s farm; in Wilmar, Minnesota, farmers saved the

land of a man who had tilled it for fifty-seven years; in Bucks County,

Pennsylvania, three hundred fanners forced the sale of John HanzeFs

farm for only $1.18, then leased it back*to him.

In the summer of 1932, Milo Reno, the mercurial leader of the Iowa

Farmers’ Union, formed a Farm Holiday Association to organize

fanners to refuse to ship food into Sioux City for thirty days or until

such time as they got the “cost of production.” Farmers blocked high-

ways with logs and spiked telegraph poles, smashed windshields and

headlights, and punctured tires with their pitchforks. When authorities

in Council Bluffs arrested fifty-five pickets, one thousand angry farmers

threatened to storm the jail, and the pickets were released on bail. In

Nebraska, where farmers carried placards reading “Be Pickets or

Peasants,” strikers halted a freight train and took off a carload of

cattle. Wisconsin dairy fanners, led by the magnetic Walter Singler, a

rangy, goateed organizer who sported a red vest and a ten-gallon hat,

dumped milk on the roadsides and fought pitched battles with deputy

sheriffs. The attempt to boost farm prices failed, but the farmers used

still more violent means to halt foreclosures. At Storm Lake, Iowa,

rope-swinging farmers came close to hanging a lawyer conducting a

foreclosure; in the LeMars area, five hundred farmers inarched on the

courthouse steps and mauled the sheriff and the agent of a New York

mortgage company.^^ “If we don’t get beneficial service from the

Legislature,” warned a leader of the Nebraska holiday movement,

“200,000 of us are coming to Lincoln and we’ll tear that new State

Capitol Building to pieces.”®^

The farm strikes were only one of a series of spectacular incidents

Hilton Butler, “Bilbo, The Two-Edged Sword,” North American Review,
CGXXXII (1931), 496.

20 Theodore Saloutos and John D. Hicks, Agricultural Discontent in the

Middle West: 1900-1939 (Madison, 1951), pp. 435-448; A. William Hoglund,
“Wisconsin Dairy Farmers on Strike,” Agricultural History, XXXV (1961),
24-34. The “holiday” movement was paralleled by strikes of dairy farmers.

21 The New York Times, January 22, 1933.
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bonus march episode^ Communist-led demonstrations of the un-

>yed, the forty-eight-mile-long motor car “Goal Caravan” of ten

and striking miners in southern Illinois—^that led men to specu-

vhether the country faced imminent revolution.^^ In February,

thousands of former members of barter groups seized the county-

luilding in Seattle. In the Blue Ridge, miners smashed company
windows and storekeepers were given the choice of handing out

or having it seized. Unemployed workers in Detroit invaded self-

e groceries in groups, filled their baskets, and left without paying,

leagues of the unemployed enlisted jobless gas and light workers

) gas and electric lines. In Des Moines, workers boarded streetcars

>ups of ten or twenty and told the cowed conductors to “charge

ires to the mayor.”^^ In Chicago, a group of fifty-five was charged

dismantling an entire four-story building and carrying it away

by brick.^'^

longer could property holders count on the protection of the

From the anthracite country of Pennsylvania to Sweetwater

ty in Wyoming, jobless miners worked coal seams on company
;rty, sank their own shafts, and marketed the ore. At the height

lerations, they “bootlegged” some $100,000 worth of coal each

When the owners went to court, juries in mining towns would

onvict.^® In Idaho, Governor C. Ben Ross stopped a sheriffs sale

ranch in Canon County and announced he would halt all such

ictions in the future. Minnesota’s Governor Floyd Olson pro-

ed a moratorium on all mortgage sales until the legislature could

I am alarmed at the increasing undercurrent of hate directed against our

rs and big industrial leaders,” noted one financier. “The mention of revolu-

becoming quite common.” Rudolph Spreckels to Franklin Hichborn, June
)32, Hichborn MSS. “The word revolution is heard at every hand,” ob-

one writer. George Leighton, “And if the Revolution Comes . . .
?”

Ys, GLXIV (1932), 466.

falcolm Ross, Machine Age in the Hills (New York, 1933), p. 60; Boston

criptj February 21, 1933, clipping in James Michael Curley Scrapbook

athaniel Weyl, “Organized Hunger,” New Republic, LXXIII (1932), 120;

m Fountain, Union Guy (New York, 1949), pp. 3^37.
Denver Post, February 3, 1933. The owner had sold the building, covering

than an acre, only to discover that it had vanished.

emstein. Lean Years, pp. 424-425; Louis Adamic, My America (New
1938), pp. 316-324; Denver Post, February 5, 1933; Sylvan Lebow,

[eg Coal,” Review of Reviews, XCV (March, 1937), 36; John Janney,

Cl Public Opinion Runs Out on the Law,” American, GXXIII (February,

,16-17, 83-89.
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act, and Cxovemor William Langer of North Dakota mobilized the

militia to halt foreclosures. Despairing of help from lawmen. New
Mexico cattlemen threatened to form a vigilante committee to ap-

prehend rustlers who had stolen more than a thousand head of cattle

in two months.^®

It was frequently remarked in later years that Roosevelt saved the

country from revolution. Yet the mood of the country during the

winter of 1932-33 was not revolutionary. There was less an active

demand for change than a disillusionment with parliamentary politics,

so often the prelude to totalitarianism in Europe. The country was less

rebellious than drifting, although there were clearly limits to how long

it would be willing to drift. As early as the summer of 1931, Gerald

Johnson had noted the “fathomless pessimism” which the depression

had induced. “The energy of the country has suffered a strange paraly-

sis,” he observed. “We are in the doldrums, waiting not even hopefully

for the wind which never comes.”^’’

Both American and European observers were astonished by the

strangely phlegmatic response of Americans to the depression.^® In

England, thousands of British workers marched on Buckingham Palace

and Downing Street, and in Newfoundland a mob broke into the

cabinet chamber in St. John’s and roughed up the Prime Minister;

but in the United States, a country thought of as the land of lawless-

ness, most of the unemployed meekly accepted their lot. After a trip

through New England mill towns in 1931, one commentator noted

of the workers: “There was something dead in them, as from exhaus-

tion or perhaps too much idleness, without any personal winsomeness

or any power of demand. . . . The situation is infinitely pathetic, not

to say appalling.” More than a year later, Elmer Davis observed that

people were asking “Do you think we are going to have a revolution?”

26 Denver Fost, February 12, 1933; George Mayer, The Political Career of

Floyd B. Olson (Minneapolis, 1951), p. 125; Portland Sunday Oregonian^ Feb-
ruary 5, 1933.

27 “Bryan, Thou Shouldst Be Living: A Plea for Demagogues,” Harper*s,

CLXIII (1931), 388. Gf. Paul Lazarsfeld, Die Arbeitslosen von Marienthal
(Leipzig, 1933).

28 PhiHppe Soupault, “La grande inquietude des paysans et les calmes des

cites industrielles americaines,” UEurope Nouvelle, XIV (1931), 1148—1151;
Marquis Childs, “America Faces the Winter,” The Spectator

^

GXLIX (1932),
574—575; Jay Franklin, “Why This Political Apathy?” Current History

^

XXXVI
(1932), 265-269; Reno Evening GazeWe, November 5, 1932.
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3ut asking it “apathetically, as if nothing they might do could either

p it or hinder

certainly the 1932 elections represented no mandate for radicalism,

e Communists, with the greatest opportunity they would ever have,

led only 120,000 votes, and the Socialists won proportionately far

; than in 1920 or in 1912. The voters turned out progressives like

lator Smith Brookhart in Iowa and Governor Philip La Follette

Wisconsin, as well as conservative Senators like Reed Smoot of Utah

1 James Watson in Indiana. They revealed the same churlish re-

tment at the party in power during hard times which upended the

illin Labor government in Australia, which put the Conservative

dwin government in power in Britain, which, in short, concerned

:lf less with ideology and a program for recovery than with finding

irget for its frustrated anger.

vlany Americans came to despair of the whole political process, a

itempt for Congress, for parties, for democratic institutions, which

5 caught by the relentless cynicism of Of Thee I Sing.^^ “There is

doubt in the world,” wrote William Dodd, “that both political

ties have been bankrupted,” The “lame duck” session from De-

iber, 1932, through February, 1933, further damaged the prestige

Congress. At a time of mounting crisis, Congress failed to produce

ingle important piece of economic legislation. Senator Borah said

^ Louis Adamic, “Tragic Towns of New England,” Harper^s, CLXII (1931),

;
Davis, “The Collapse of Politics,” Harper’s, CLXV (1932), 386. When

banks in one small town failed, noted another writer, people expressed not

gnation but the feeling that the community was the victim of “conditions,”

ch had spread like some terrible malaise. At the same time, he remarked that

people no longer had the same faith in the old leaders. “There is a strong

ing of suspense in the air, an overcast sultriness. Anything may happen.”

»rge Clark, “Beckerstown : 1932,” Harper’s, CLXV (1932), 590-591.
^ In his review of Of Thee I Sing, Joseph Wood Krutch wrote: “But it is

btful if there has ever been a time before when the general public would
e found pleasing so raucously contemptuous a treatment of the whole spec-

e of our government from the President on up (or down) to the Supreme
irt itself.” The Nation, CXXXIV (1932), 56. “When you think of the

tical satire in the theater of the pre-Roosevelt days,” another critic noted

years later, “you find that it was all cynical, mostly bitter, and sometimes

bitter to be funny.” Hiram Motherwell, “Political Satire Scores on the

?e,” Today, II (July 28, 1934), 24.

William Dodd to E. Edgar Colby, June 8, 1932, Dodd MSS., Box 40.

fessor of history at the University of Chicago, Dodd would be Roosevelt’s

: ambassador to Germany.
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he had never seen Congress spend so much time on trivialities during a

crisis, and Hiram Johnson wrote: “We’re milling around here utterly

unable to accomplish anything of real consequence.”®^ Hoover hoped

Congress would adjourn before it did any harm, business wished that

Congress would not meet at all, and some critics echoed the demand

of antiparliamentary leaders on the Continent that the “talking shops”

be closed. Bickering and quarreling, the Senate watched helplessly

while Louisiana’s Huey Long paralyzed the legislature with a fili-

buster.®®

The longer the depression persisted, the more people began to con-

jecture whether they were not witnessing the death of an era.®^ No

longer did America seem a land bright with promise. In the spring of

1931, West African natives in the Cameroons sent New York $3.77 for

relief for the “starving”; that fall Amtorg’s New York office received

100,000 applications for jobs in Soviet Russia. On a single weekend in

April, 1932, the lie de France and other transadantic liners carried

nearly 4,000 workingmen back to Europe; in June, 500 Rhode Island

aliens departed for Mediterranean ports.®® Four days before his death,

Calvin Coolidge declared: “In other periods of depression it has al-

ways been possible to see some things which were solid and upon which

you could base hope, but as I look about, I now see nothing to give

ground for hope—nothing of man.”®®

Society seemed to be disintegrating, a disjointedness caught in the

fragmented “Newsreel” of Dos Passos’ U,S.A., in the theater scene in

Henry Morrow Hyde MS. Diary, December 27, 1932; Hiram Johnson to

Charles K. McClatchy, January 16, 1933, Johnson MSS.
33 Charles A. Beard, “Congress Under Fire,” Yale Review, XXII (1932), 35-

51; Theodore Joslin, Hoover Off the Record (Garden City, N.Y., 1935), pp.
338-339. “In the meantime democratic gov. becomes a farce and nobody can

•see the outcome,” noted Agnes Meyer. “Our economic life ebbs lower every

day.” Agnes Meyer MS. Diary, January 13, 1933.
3* “One wonders if this paralysis of the power to produce and consume will

drive us all to a life on the level of the Middle Ages,” speculated a welfare

worker. Amy Maher to Edward Costigan, February 16, 1932, Costigan MSS.
V.F. 1. A writer asked: “Will future scholars date from 1929 the decline and
fall of western civilization—as we now hear on every hand . . .

?” “The
United States in the New Year,” Round Table, XXII (1932), 308.

35 Bernstein, Lean Years, p. 294; Business Week, October 7, 1931, pp. 32-33;
The New York Times, May 1, 26, 1932.

36 Charles Andrews, “Fm all burned out,” in Edward Connery Lathem
(ed.), Meet Calvin Coolidge (Brattleboro, 1960), p. 216. Cf. W. Cameron
Forbes MS. Diary, December 31, 1931,
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lanael West’s A Cool Million, in the final anguished writing of

: Crane, who took his life in 1932. The very word “depression”

e to have a special meaning. Like a manic-depressive patient,

d one writer, the nation had moved from the unstable euphoria of

> to the depression of 1932 which was characterized by panic, utter

ilessness about the future, an inability to initiate or sustain any

ity, and a mood of apprehension. “Corresponding to the fear of

patient that he will never recover,” he observed, “is the^ current

:ast of permanent depression.”®^

!any believed that the long era of economic growth in the western

d had come tp an end. The depression seemed to demonstrate with

ful precision the corollary some had drawn from Frederick Jackson

ler’s frontier thesis—^that the consequence of the passing of the

tier was a “closed system.” Less than two years after he took office,

jevelt closed the last of the public domain.^ Even more portentous

: the statistics on population decline. For the first time in three

iries, the curve of American population growth was leveling off;

conomy accustomed to the demand of a swiftly expanding popula-

would have to adapt itself painfully to a stationary population,

^e next decade, popular writers warned of the “baby crop short-

;
economists worried over surpluses and excess plant capacity;

Dgraphers fretted about the impending “deficit in our vital ac-

it”; and Stuart Chase predicted that, if present trends continued,

:ountry in 1960 would face the crisis of “10,000,000 empty desks

hools and colleges.” New Deal theorists and business executives

3 to a like conclusion: that the stationary population pattern and

absence of new industries meant that the economy had reached a

Elisha Friedman, “Business Psychosis,” The New York Times, May 15,

Cf. Arnold Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs 1931 (London,

),pp. 1-5.

Curtis Nettels, “Frederick Jackson Turner and the New Deal,” Wisconsin

izine of History, XVII (1934), 257-265; James Malin, “Mobility and
ry,” Agricultural History, XVII (1943), 177—178; E. Louise Peffer, The
ng of the Public Domain (Stanford, 1951), pp. 223-224.

Rocky Mountain News, March 1, 1933; Chicago Daily Times, September

934; George Wehrwein, “The Second Conservation Crusade,” Journal of

and Public Utility Economics, XII (1936), 422; Philip Hansen, “Popula-
* American Journal of Sociology, XLVII (1942), 816-817; Alfred Lotka,

iern Trends in the Birth Rate,” Annals of the American Academy of

cal and Sodial Science, CLXXXVIII (1936), 6; Stuart Chase, “Population

5 Down,” Atlantic Monthly, CLXIII (1939), 183.
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point of saturation for many years to come. The idea of a “mature’’

economy was less an economic datum than an index of the despond-

ency that overtook western societies in the 1930’s.

Many argued that the country could get out of the morass of in-

decision only by finding a leader and vesting in him dictatorial pow-

ers.^ Some favored an economic supercoimcil which would ignore

Congress and issue edicts; Henry Hazlitt proposed abandoning Con-

gress for a directorate of twelve men.**^^ Others wished to confer on the

new president the same arbitrary war powers Woodrow Wilson had

been granted.^^ Even businessmen favored granting Roosevelt dicta-

toriaT powers when he took office. Distressed by the chaotic competition

in industries such as oil and textiles^ alarmed by the outbursts of vio-

lence, convinced of the need for drastic budget slashing, they despaired

of any leadership from Congress. “Of course we all realize that dic-

tatorships and even semi-dictatorships in peace time are quite contrary

to the spirit of American institutions and all that,” remarked Barron’s.

“And yet—^well, a genial and lighthearted dictator might be a relief

from the pompous futility of such a Congress as we have recently had.

... So we return repeatedly to the thought that a mild species of

dictatorship will help us over the roughest spots in the road ahead.”^®

Meanwhile, Roosevelt and Hoover were playing cat and mouse. Im-

mediately after the election. Hoover confronted a joint Anglo-French

request for a postponement of the war debt installments which would
fall due on December 15. It was a netdesome problem, and the Presi-

dent hit on the bold scheme of inviting Roosevelt to confer with him
to work out a common position on the debts. Hoover’s canny move
came to naught. Both men agreed that the debts should be paid, but

beyond this they divided sharply. Hoover, who believed that the main

40 “Xhe time has come,” declared Representative E. W. Pou of North Caro-
lina, the dean of the House, “when some autocratic power should be put in the
hands of somebody who can be trusted.” Portland Morning Oregonian, February
11, 1933.

Henry HazUtt, “Without Benefit of Congress,” Scribner^s, XCII (1932),
13-18.

42 Key Pittman to F.D.R., June 16, 1932, Pittman MSS., Box 16; Daniel
Roper to William Dodd, November 16, 1932, Dodd MSS., Box 41; Henry
Morrow Hyde MS. Diary, January 4, 1933.

Barron's, XIII (February 13, 1933), 12. Cf. James Jackson to F.D.R., Mar.
28, 1933, FDRL PPF 279. For die Mussolini vogue, see Seward Collins, “The
Revival of Monarchy,” American Review, I (1933), 253, and Paul Y. Ander-
son, “Wanted: A Mussohni,” The Nation, CXXXV (1932), 9.
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,use of the depression lay abroad, thought the best hope of recovery

Y in re-establishing the international gold standard. The New Deal-

s' on the other hand, gave domestic refonns highest priority, dis-

tasted the international bankers who clamored for cancellation, and

scounted the war debts issue as politically explosive but economically

significant. A strained meeting between Hoover and Roosevelt at the

^hite House on November 22 led to nothing.

Despite this rebuff. Hoover persisted in a bootless campaign to win

oosevelt’s agreement to join him in appointing a single body of dele-

.tes to the debt negotiations. Two months of maneuvering only bred

ore distrust. Hoover’s aides could barely conceal their contempt for

e President-elect. Secretary of the Treasury Ogden Mills dismissed

Dosevelt as a ‘Tollyanna,” and Stimson thought Hoover had made
e Governor “look like a peanut.”^^ Roosevelt in turn suspected that

oover was trying to trap him into endorsing his policies. Moreover,

e President-elect had no intention of letting any of Hoover’s un-

)pularity rub ofiP on him."*®

On February 17, 1933, Hoover once again appealed for co-operation

Dm Roosevelt, but a peculiar brand of co-operation it was. He re-

lested the President-elect to help “restore confidence” by promising

balance the budget and to maintain a sound currency when he took

fice. In fact, Hoover asked nothing less than that the man who had

ifeated him at the polls repudiate his own program and accept Hoo-

t’s view of the depression. “I realize that if these declarations be

ade by the President-elect,” Hoover wrote Senator Reed of Penn-

Ivania a few days later, “he will have ratified the whole major

ogram of the Republican Administration; that is, it means the

)andonment of 90% of the so-called ‘new deal.’ Roosevelt all but

^^“Confidential Files, Governor Harrison,” November 11, 1932, “TelephoAe

mversation with Secretary Mills re formulating program for nonpartisan ac-

»n in Congress during short session,” George Leslie Harrison MSS., Conversa-

ms, II; Henry Stimson MS. Diary, December 21, 1932.
^5 Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Crisis of the Old Order (Boston, 1957), pp.

1-448; Herbert Hoover, “Memorandum of Conversation between President

Dover and Governor Roosevelt, January 20, 1933,” in Henry Stimson MS.
ary, January 20, 1933; Rexford Tugwell, “Notes from a New Deal Diary,”

icember 20, January 22, 1933; Raymond Moley, After Seven Years (New
)rk, 1939), pp. 68-79, 86-90, 94—98; Robert Ferrell, American Diplomacy in

e Great Depression (New Haven, 1957), pp. 232-246.

W. S. Myers and W. H. Newton, The Hoover Administration: A Docu-

mted Narrative (New York, 1936), pp. 338-341, 351.
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ignored Hoover’s “cheeky” letter. Roosevelt’s refusal to acquiesce.

Hoover told Stimson, was the act of a madman.^^

Roosevelt was everywhere—grinning, joking, waving his cigarette

holder, giving the impression that he had not a care in the world, and

leaving sober observers with the feeling that he was an immature poK-

tician with little sense of the seriousness of the tasks that lay ahead.

His failure to co-operate with Hoover, Secretary Stimson noted,

“showed a most laughable, if it were not so lamentable, an ignorance

of the situation in which Roosevelt is going to find himself when he

gets in on March 4th.”^ In fact, the President-elect was quietly going

about the business of building a legislative program—sifting memo-
randa, conferring with advisers, wearing out whole teams of experts

with his amazing energy, and impressing skeptics with his ability to

grasp the crux of an argument or to retain the most minute details of

economic data.

During his governorship, Roosevelt had consulted frequently with

college professors on legislative policy. In March, 1932, he gave the

green light to a proposal by Samuel Rosenman, his counsel in Albany,

that he once more go to the universities to canvass ideas for the cam-

paign. Rosenman turned to Raymond Moley, a shrewd, knowledgeable

Barnard College professor, and Basil O’Connor, the Governor’s law

partner. Moley, who quickly established himself as the leader of the

group, recruited two Columbia colleagues: the handsome Rexford

Guy Tugwell, an authority on agriculture, and the precocious Adolf

Berle, Jr., whose brilliant study. The Modern Corporation and Private

Property, written with Gardiner Means, was published that summer.

Roosevelt referred privately to this quintet as his “privy council,” but

in September, James Kieran of The New York Times called them
the “brains trust” and it was this name, later shortened to “brain

trust,” which caught on. During the campaign, especially before the

Chicago convention, they actually functioned as a Brain Trust. They
argued economic doctrine through long spring evenings at the Gov-
ernor’s fireside in Albany, held audiences for economists in a hotel

suite in New York City, and wrangled over drafts of campaign

Henry Stimson MS. Diary, February 22, 1933; Schlesinger, Coming of
New Deal, pp. 476-477

; Moley, After Seven Years, pp. 139—144.
Henry Stimson MS. Diary, December 20, 1932. The people wanted leader-

ship, noted William Bullitt, but “they feel they are not going to get it from
Roosevelt.” William Bullitt to Edward House, House MSS., September 3, 1932.
Cf. Clarence Gannon to William Hirth, November 25, 1932, Hirth MSS..
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seches. After the election^ the Brain Trust disbanded. Moley, how-

tr, continued to serve as minister without portfolio in the months

Pore the inauguration; he interviewed experts, assigned men to draft

Is, and hammered out the legislation of the Hundred Days.^®

Roosevelt welcomed all the advice he could get, but he had no

ention of being confined by rigid adherence to any particular doc-

ae. When Moley presented him with two sharply conflicting state-

mts of tariff policy during the 1932 campaign and asked the

>vernor to choose between them, Roosevelt rendered his adviser

iechless by telling him to “weave the two together.” Both before

d after Roosevelt took office, many deplored the absence of a co-

rent New Deal ideology. Moley later commented: “But to look

on these policies as the result of a unified plan was to believe that

i accumulation of stuffed snakes, baseball pictures, school flags, old

mis shoes, carpenter’s tools, geometry books, and chemistry sets in a

^’s bedroom could have been put there by an interior decorator.”®®

Yet too much can be made of the “ideological innocence” of the

w Deal.®^ By the time Roosevelt took office, he and his advisers had

i^eloped, or familiarized themselves with, a body of theory a good

il more coherent than is commonly suggested. The New Dealers

5w on a thousand books, on a storehouse of past political experiences.

3m the Populists came a suspicion of Wall Street and a bevy of ideas

regulating agriculture; from the mobilization of World War I

;y derived mstrumentalities for central direction of the economy;

m urban social reformers of the Jane Addams tradition arose a con-

•n for the aged and the indigent. Frances Perkins, who would be the

;t woman ever to serve in the cabinet, had been schooled at Hull-

>use, Harry Hopkins at Ghristadora House; Adolf Berle, Henry

3rgenthau, Jr., and Herbert Lehman had all worked at Henry

eet. The New Dealers shared John Dewey’s conviction that organ-

d social intelligence could shape society, and some, like Berle, re-

:ted the hope of the Social Gospel of creating a Kingdom of God
earth.

® Moley, After Seven YearSy pp. 5—148; Samuel Rosenman, Working with

jsevelt (New York, 1952), pp. 56-92; Moley, “There Are Three Brains

ists,” Today

y

I (April 14, 1934), 3 ff. After the Chicago convention, they

led to their ranks General Hugh Johnson, a flamboyant, hard-driving as-

iate of Bernard Baruch’s.
® Moley, After Seven YearSy pp. 48, 369-370.
^ The phrase “ideological innocence” is Alistair Cooke’s in A Generation on

al: U. S. A. v. Alger Hiss (New York, 1950), p. 18.
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Most influential were the theorists of the New Nationalism: Theo-

dore Roosevelt, Charles Van Hise, Simon Patten, Walter Weyl,

Herbert Croly, and the Walter Lippmann of Drift and Mastery.^^

Occasionally, there was an apostolic succession,* both Tugwell and Miss

Perkins had studied under Patten. Roosevelt’s advisers of the early

New Deal scoffed at the nineteenth-century faith in natural law and

free competition; argued for a frank acceptance of the large corpo-

ration; and dismissed the New Freedom’s emphasis on trust-busting as

a reactionary dogma that would prevent an organic approach to di-

recting the economy. Every member of the Brain Trust agreed, as

Moley later explained, in a “rejection of the traditional Wilson-

Brandeis philosophy that if America could once more become a nation

of small proprietors, of comer grocers and smithies under spreading

chestnut trees, we should have solved the problems of American life.”®®

The free market of Adam Smith, the New Dealers argued, had

vanished forever. Tugwell pressed on Roosevelt his conviction that the

competitive economy had never functioned well, that it could not be

restored in any event, and that reforms which aimed at reconstituting

the old order were futile.®^ The enormously influential studies of Berle

and Gardiner C. Means reinforced these views. They concluded that

monopoly and oligopoly had become not the exception but the rule;

that the market no longer performed its classic function of maintaining

an equilibrium between supply and demand; and that, in the new
“administered market,” the two thousand men who controlled Amer-
ican economic life manipulated prices and production. The new ad-

ministration, the Brain Trust reasoned, had to strip itself of the

illusion that it might recreate the classical society of small competitors

and proceed with the structural reforms needed to stabilize the econ-

omy.®®

^^Thorstein Veblen had a special place: his emphasis on the hostility be-

tween technology and finance, his skepticism about an apocalyptic struggle end-
ing in a dictatorship of the proletariat, and his advocacy of an elite of social

engineers attracted men like Tugwell, Jerome Frank, and Isador Lubin.
53 Moley, After Seven YearSy p. 24.
54 Tugwell, The Democratic Roosevelt ‘(Garden City, N.Y., 1957), p. 213.

“The cat is out of the bag. There is no invisible hand. There never was,” Tug-
well wrote. “We must now supply a real and visible guiding hand to do the
task which that mythical, nonexistent, invisible agency was supposed to per-

form, but never did.” Tugwell, The Battle for Democracy (New York, 1935),
p. 213.

55 Berle and Means, The Modern Corporation and Private Property (New
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Each member of the Brain Trust believed in some kind of business-

government co-operation^ yet in their common aversion to other alter-

natives—laissez-faire^ trust-busting, or socialism—they managed to

conceal how sharply they differed on what they meant by co-operation.

Moley wanted government to work with the businessman, but it was

business rather than government on which he relied. Berle, a clergy-

man’s son, hoped to evangelize the businessman rather than resort to

the naked power of the state. Tugwell distrusted business and placed

his confidence in government planners who would administer the econ-

omy. These conflicting conceptions in the midst of apparent harmony

have made it possible for different writers to see in the “First New
Deal” either a surrender to large business interests which the reforms

of 1935 and after remedied, or an ambitious program of national ;

planning which later developments cut off.

The word that appears most frequently in the writings of New Deal

theorists is “balance.” Like eighteenth-century savants captivated by

Montesquieu, they believed the best society was one in which no im-

portant element held preponderant power. They thought the depres-

sion had been precipitated by a number of imbalances, but above ‘all

they were disturbed by the disproportionate power wielded by business

in comparison to that possessed by agriculture. Although critics

stamped the Roosevelt administration a “labor government,” the New
Dealers had far less interest in labor than in the farmer. “Since my
graduate-school days,” Tugwell confessed, “I have always been able to

excite myself more about the wrongs of farmers than those of urban

workers.”®® To be sure, they hoped to see the adoption of a series of

welfare measures such as the abolition of child labor and the creation

of social insurance systems; but when they talked of lack of purchasing

power, it was farmers more than workers they had in mind. They gave

highest priority to raising farm prices in order to restore the balance

between industry and agriculture and to provide business with a vast

home market.®^

York, 1932) ;
Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal^ pp. 190-198; Richard Kirken-

dall, “A. A. Berle, Jr., Student of the Corporation, 1917-1932,’* Business His-

tory Review, XXXV (1961), 43-58.
5® Tugwell, “Notes from a New Deal Diary,” December 31, 1932.
57 William McAdoo to Francis Heney, December 3, 1932, Heney MSS.; Tug-

well, Roosevelt, p. 215; Louis Howe, “Balanced Government, The Next Step,”

American Magazine, CXV (June, 1933), 11-12, 84-86.
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The New Dealers wished to co-operate with business, but they dis-

trusted financiers. They determined to eliminate the abuses of the

financial system by subjecting it to federal regulation. Many of the

New Nationalists agreed this should be done, but they thought such

regulation was not central. The main thrust for disciplining Wall

Street came from the old Wilsonians. While Roosevelt in 1933 relied

mostly on the New Nationalists, he lent an ear to such Brandeisians

as Felix Frankfurter too. Roosevelt, bom into the stable Knickerbocker

society of Edith Wharton and schooled at Groton by Rector Endicott

Peabody in the duty of service to the less fortunate, had the squire’s

sense of noblesse oblige and contempt for the grasping speculator.

More than most of his advisers, he believed the government should

curb “the lone wolf, the unethical competitor, the reckless promoter,

the Ishmael or InsulL”®®

Roosevelt, who instinctively accepted the underconsumptionist ex-

planation of the cause of the depression, was still groping for a lever

to boost wages and prices. Some economists, influenced by the Amer-

ican William Trufant Foster and the English theorists J. A. Hobson

and John Maynard Keynes, recommended government spending as the

way to revive purchasing power. Although they had won some converts

—even the orthodox Edwin R. A. Seligman had put forward a cau-

tious defense of deficit spending—their influence on the Roosevelt

circle was still slight. Tugwell and Berle, who drew on the institutional

school of Veblen, Patten, and John Commons, agreed that the crisis

centered in a failure of purchasing power but espoused stmctural re-

form rather than deficit spending.®®

On the eve of Roosevelt’s inauguration there was at least as much
popular demand for economy as for mammoth government spending.

Iowa farmers who denounced eastern bankers felt just as irate at offlce-

holders or teachers whose salaries were blamed for the intolerable tax

burden. In Routt County, Colorado, where more than one-third of the

taxable area had already been sold for taxes, two hundred taxpayers

threatened to go on strike unless county officials accepted a 10 per

cent salary cut. Minnesota farmers compelled the radical Governor

Floyd Olson to trim his budget to the lowest point since 1921. Early

Public Papers, I, 755. Gf. Frank Freidel, Franklin D. Roosevelt: The Ap-
prenticeship (Boston, 1952), pp. 14-51.

Joseph Dorfman, The Economic Mind in American Civilization (5 vols.,

New York, 1959), V, 672-673, 722; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, Ch. 23.
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9385 the president of the United States Chamber of Commerce,

try Harriman, regarded as the spokesman for enlightened business,

Dcated a slash of more than $1 billion in government spending by

ming federal activities to the 1925 basis of operations.®^

oosevelt gave respectful attention to such counsel, because he had

lys believed in budget balancing, and because the advice came

1 such a wide spectrum of opinion within the party. Bernard

ich, who exerted uncommon influence over southern Democratic

.tors, exhorted: “With the monotony and persistence of old Cato,

should make one single and invariable dictum the theme of every

Durse: ‘Balance budgets. . . . Cut governmental spending—cut it

ations are cut in a siege. Tax—^tax everybody for everything.’ ” Old

jonians like Breckinridge Long proposed to eradicate government

icies “by the simple expedient of failing to appropriate for bu-

Ls.”®^ Progressives such as Robert Wagner, Robert La Follette, and

ello La Guardia all opposed deficit spending.®^

1 shaping their legislative program, the New Dealers had to take

unt of the rising clamor for inflation. In the lame-duck session,

pressmen introduced more than fifty inflation proposals, and in the

nt campaign one minor party had even nominated “Coin” Harvey

President on a pmgram of coining free silver at 16 to 1. Influential

Denver Post, February 14, 1933; Mayer, Floyd Olson, p. 137; Jackson

IS.) Daily Clarion Ledger, January 5, 1933. Cf. Lewis Kimmel, Federal

ret and Fiscal Policy (Washington, 1959), pp. 167-174.
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Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, 72d Cong., 2d Sess., pursuant to S.

315 (Washington, 1933), p. 18; Baruch to F.D.R., April 1, 1932, Roose-

Family Papers (Halsted), Box 1; Baruch to Elmer Thomas, April 2, 1932,

1:0 Years a Legislator,” pp. 210-216, Elmer Thomas MSS.; Long to House,
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lied his feebleness when he admitted that he had cut only $365,000,000 out

le budget.” The Nation, CXXXIV (1932), 384. Alvin Hansen, who in a

years would be John Maynard Keynes’s leading American disciple, opposed
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leaders^ among them the Iowa editor Henry Wallace, espoused Irving

Fisher’s doctrine of “reflation,” a euphemism for boosting prices to the

point where they could be stabilized. “The word inflation grates

harshly on the ears of many bankers,” Wallace explained. “Therefore,

we speak of reflation and save their feelings.”®®

The Brain Trust, although it did not shudder at inflation as sac-

rilegious, preferred to deal with debts by less crude devices than tam-

pering with the currency. When Wallace went to New York, he was

disturbed to find that Roosevelt was being advised by Tugwell, a hard-

money man.®^ For the most part, Roosevelt shared the orthodox views

of his advisers, but he studiously avoided a firm commitment to the

gold standard. Distrustful of the President-elect’s monetary views.

Carter Glass spurned an invitation to become Secretary of the Treasury

and James P. Warburg turned down a bid to be Under Secretary. Both

men sensed that while Roosevelt had not yet committed himself, he

would resort to inflation if commodity prices continued to fall.®®

While the New Dealers churned ideas and blue-penciled drafts of

legislation, the long financial illness which had gripped the country

reached a crisis. As early as October, 1932, the governor of Nevada

had proclaimed a bank holiday, and in the next two months an epi-

demic of bank failures in the western states created growing alarm.®®

The real panic began with the collapse of Detroit’s banks in February,

1933. Early in the morning of St. Valentine’s Day, February 14, Gov-

ernor William Comstock of Michigan declared an eight-day bank

holiday which tied up the funds of 900,000 depositors and froze $1.5

billion in bank deposits.®’' The next week brought frightful tidings of

Wallace to William Hirth, February 17, 1932, Hirth MSS.: Theodore
Christianson, “The Mood of the Mid-West,” Current History, XXXVI (1932),
141-142,* Cincinnati Enquirer, December 31, 1932; John Simpson to F.D.R.,

Augiist 27, 1932, Simpson MSS.
Wallace to William Hirth, August 20, 1932, Hirth MSS.
Glass’s decision was motivated in part by reasons of health. For the symp-

tomatic Glass episode, see Glass to F.D.R., February 7, 1933, Glass MSS., Box
6; Jay Pierrepont Moffat MS. Diary, January 29, February 18, 1933; Henry
Morrow Hyde MS. Diary, February 5, 1933; The New York Times, February
22, 1933; Rixey Smith and Norman Beasley, Carter Glass (New York, 1939),
pp. 329-338.

®®Reno Evening Gazette, November 1, 1932; Hiram Johnson to Charles K.
McGlatchy, January 29, 1933, Johnson MSS.; Jackson Reynolds, GOHC, pp.
164-165.

^’’Detroit Free Press, February 15, 1933; Harry Barnard, Independent Man:
The Life of Senator James Couzens (New York, 1958), pp. 213-247.
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ill in security prices, a flight of gold to Europe, and the precarious

e of some of tiie country’s leading banks. On February 24, follow-

a run on Baltimore banks, Governor Ritchie of Maiyland declared

iree-day l)ank holiday. By the end of the month, banks in every

ion of the country w<'rc^ in trouble —a Wichita bank closed, Little

'k limited withdrawals, the fourth largt'st bank in Washington,

l, closed its dcK)rs. People stocKi in long queues with satchels and

•er l>ags to taki*- gold and currency away from the hanks to store in

Crosses and old sIkh^ boxes. It seenuxl safer to put your life’s savings

the attic than to trust the greatest financial institutions in the

ntry.*’*

n IIcKiver’s last days in office, tiu^ old order tottered on the brink

disaster. “World literally nn-king beneath our fcH't,” noted Agnes

yer, “Hard on H to go out of office to the .sound of crashing banks,

e the tragic end of a tragic story. , . . The histoiy of H’.s admini.s-

ion is (h-et'k in its fatality.”^® As the deliacle in Maryland followed

tiisaster in Michigan, Franklin Rtnistwelt wondenHl aloud whether

whole house of cartis might not have falkm by Inauguration Day.*^®

Mandi 1, the govtu'nors of Kentueky and IVnnesseH' proclaimed

ik holitlays; that night the govemoi-s of California, Louisiana, Ala-

[la, and < )klah€>ma pm*sue<i the same course. By March 4, the day

Koos<w'elt’s inauguration, thirty-eight states luui dosed tlunr hanks,

I lianks (iperateni on a restricted basis in the n*st. Shortly liefort^

m, CJovernor Herbert Leliman of New York and Govi^rnor Henry

mer of IIlintnH suspendtHl the Iianks in the two great states that

ainated the financial lift* of the nation. On the morning of March
;is hrt>kers cr<nv<lt*d forward to hear the signal to liegin trading,

hard Whitnt*y dimlK*d the rostrum to announce the dosing of the

rk Excliange. Kansas City’s Boart! of IVade .suspendinl opt*ration;

-annah eiultni trading in naval stt>rt*s; New York dosed its markets

cocoa, metal and ruhlier; and, for the first time sin<*e 18411, the

icago Board of 4’rade. shut its d<K>n. “I do not know how it may
T hern in otfier places, hut in Chicago, as we saw it, the city seemed

liave clieil ” wrote one woman. ^^Thertt was something awful—ab«

Kk Ck and N. S. Kriih, 2B Dayi: A History of thn Banking Cfisis

w Yi»rk. priiy
'Aunrs Mryrr MS. Di;iry, February 25, 1933. See Jay PierretKint MolFat
Diary, February 25, PJ!I3.

Hirinii Juhnsan to Cauirlei K. M'eCIatchy, February 26, 1933, Johnson MSS.
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normal—^in the very stillness of those streets. I recall being startled by

the clatter of a horse’s hooves on the pavement as a mounted police-

man rode past.”^^ In the once-busy grain pits of Chicago, in the can-

yons of Wall Street, all was silent.

^iLouise Armstrong, We Too Are the People (Boston, 1938), p. 50- F.
Cyril James, The Growth of Chicago Banks (2 vols.. New York, 1938) II,
1059-1065, 1078.



CHAPTER 3

The Hundred Days’ War

HRST of all/’ declared the new President^ “let me assert my firm

belief that the only thing we have to fear is fear itself—nameless^

asoning^ unjustified terror. . . Grim, unsmiling, chin uplifted,

'oice firm, almost angry, he lashed out at the bankers. “We are

cen by no plague of locusts. . , . Plenty is at our doorstep, but a

rous use of it languishes in the very sight of the supply. Primarily

is because rulers of the exchange of mankind’s goods have failed

igh their own stubbornness and their own incompetence, have ad-

id their failure, and have abdicated. . . . The money changers

fled from their high seats in the temple of our civilization. We
now restore that temple to the ancient truths.”

le nation, Roosevelt insisted, must move “as a trained and loyal

r willing to sacrifice for the good of a common discipline.” He
id go to Congress with a plan of action, but if Congress did not

and the emergency persisted, the President announced, “I shall

3vade the clear course of duty that will then confront me. I shall

the Congress for the one remaining instrument to meet the crisis

oad Executive power to wage a war against the emergency, as

t as the power that would be given to me if we were in fact in-

d by a foreign foe.”^

. the main part of his Inaugural Address, his program for recovery,

lad little new to offer. What he did say was so vague as to be

amuel Rosenman (ed.), The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.
welt (13 vols., New York, 1938-50), II, 11-15.

41
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open to any interpretation; currency, he opined, should be “adequate

but sound/’ ^‘He is for sound currency, but lots of it,” one congressman

complained.^ Yet this was a new Roosevelt; the air of casual gaiety,

of evasiveness, had vanished—^the ring of his voice, the swing of his

shoulders, his call for sacrifice, discipline, and action demonstrated

he was a man confident in his powers as leader of the nation. In de-

claring there was nothing to fear but fear, Roosevelt had minted no
new platitude; Hoover had said the same thing repeatedly for three

years. Yet Roosevelt had nonetheless made his greatest single contri-

bution to the politics of the 1930’s: the instillation of hope and courage

in the people. He made clear that the time of waiting was over, that

he had the people’s interests at heart, and that he would mobilize the

power of the government to help them. In the next week, nearly half

a million Americans wrote their new President. He had made an im-

pression which Hoover had never been able to create—of a man who
knew how to lead and had faith in the future.

Roosevelt moved swiftly to deal with the financial illness that para-

lyzed the nation. On his very first night in office, he directed Secretary

of the Treasury William Woodin to draft an emergency banking bill,

and gave him less than five days to get it ready. Woodin found the

Treasury conidors prey to rumor, the bankers empty of ideas and

queasy vdth fear of new calamities. To buy Woodin time to prepare

legislation, and to protect the nation’s dwindling gold reserves, Roo-

sevelt assumed the posture of a commander in chief in wartime. On
Sunday afternoon, March 5, he approved the issue of two presidential

edicts—one called Congress into special session on March 9; the other,

resting on the rather doubtful legal authority of the Trading with the

Enemy Act of 1917, halted transactions in gold and proclaimed a na-

tional bank holiday,®

The very totality of the bank holiday helped snap the tension the

country had been under all winter. “Holiday” was a delightful euphe-

mism, and the nation, responding in good spirit, devised ingenious

ways to make life go on as it always had. In Michigan, Canadian

money circulated; in the Southwest, Mexican pesos; the Dow Chem-

ical Company paid its workers in coins made of Dowmetal, a mag-

^ Literary Digest^ CXV (March 11, 1933), 5.

3 Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming of the New Deal (Boston, 1959), pp.

4-5; Agnes Meyer MS. Diary, March 6, 1933.
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m alloy; the Princetonian printed twenty-five-cent scrip for

nts. In New York City, wealthy ladies invaded automats to get

y nickels; speakeasies extended credit; Roseland Dance Hall ac-

d I.O.U.’s from dancers with bank books; the Hotel Commodore
i bellhop to a nearby church to get silver from the collection plate

:change for bills. In most of the nation, inconveniences were

r; only in Michigan, in its fourth week of a bank moratorium,

he situation becoming critical. In Detroit, movies played to near-

y theaters, and city laborers, imable to buy food with their pay

:s, fainted at work.’*

L March 9, the special session of Congress convened in an at-

here of wartime crisis. Shortly before 1 P.M., Roosevelt’s banking

Lge was read, while some newly elected congressmen were still

y to find their seats. The House had no copies of the bill; the

cer recited the text from the one available draft, which bore last-

te corrections scribbled in pencil. Members found the proposal

scceptionally conservative document. Roosevelt’s assault on the

irs in his inaugural address had invited speculation that he might

:ate radical reforms, even nationalization of the banks. Instead,

mergency banking measure extended government assistance to

te bankers to reopen their banks. The bill validated actions the

lent had already taken, gave him complete control over gold

ments, penalized hoarding, authorized the issue of new Federal

ve bank notes, and arranged for the reopening of banks with

1 assets and the reorganization of the rest. The bill was largely

wk of bankers such as George Harrison and of Hoover’s Treasury

rs. Arthur Ballantine, Hoover’s Under Secretary of the Treasury,

aued in the same post under Roosevelt, while Ogden Mills, Hoo-

Secretary of the Treasury, hovered in the background. The emer-

^ banking bill represented Roosevelt’s stamp of approval for

dns made by Hoover’s fiscal advisers,®

th a unanimous shout, the House passed the bill, sight unseen,

Ime, XXI (March 6, 1933), 18; (March 13, 1933), 45-46; Business Week
:h 15, 1933), 6—7; William Manchester, “The Great Bank Holiday,”

%y, XXVII (February, 1960), 60-61, 137-143; Meyer Levin, The Old
. (New York, 1937), pp. 835-837. Cf. Walton Hamilton, “When the

Closed,” in Daniel Aaron (ed.), America in Crists (New York, 1952),
) 7-284.

he New York Times^ March 10, 1933; Arthur A. Ballantine, “When All
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after only thirty-eight minutes of debate. Speaker Rainey observed that

the situation recalled the world war, when ‘‘on both sides of this

Chamber the great war measures suggested by the administration were

supported with practical unanimity. . . . Today we are engaged in

another war, more serious even in its character and presenting greater

dangers to the Republic.” Representative Robert Luce of Massachu-

setts explained to his Republican colleagues: “The majority leaders

have brought us a bill on which I myself am unable to advise my col-

leagues, except to say that this is a case where judgment must be

waived, where argument must be silenced, where we should take mat-

ters without criticism lest we may do harm by delay.” The Senate, over

the objections of a small band of progressives, approved the bill un-

amended 73-7 at 7:30 that evening and at 8:36 that same night it

received the President’s signature.® One congressman later com-

plained: “The President drove the money-changers out of the Capitol

on March 4th—^and they were all back on the 9th.”’'

On Sunday night, March 12, an estimated sixty million people sat

around radio sets to hear the first of President Roosevelt’s “fireside

chats.” In warmly comforting tones, the President assured the nation

it was now safe to return their savings to the banks. The next morning,

banks opened their doors in the twelve Federal Reserve Bank cities.

Nothing so much indicated the sharp shift in public sentiment as the

fact that people were now more eager to deposit cash than to withdraw

it. “The people trust this admin, as they distrusted the other,” ob-

served Agnes Meyer. “This is the secret of the whole situation.” Since

the President had said the banks were safe, they were; Roosevelt, ob-

served Gerald Johnson, “had given a better demonstration than Scho-

penhauer ever did of the world as Will and Idea.” Deprived of cash

for several days, people had been expected to withdraw funds to meet

the Banks Closed,” Harvard Business Review

^

XXVI (1948), 138—139; Ogden
Mills to George Dayton, September 15, 1933, Mills MSS., Box 11; Jackson
Reynolds, COHC, p. 171.

^Congressional Record, 73d Cong., 1st Sess., pp. 70, 79; Rocky Mountain
News, March 10, 1933. Hiram Johnson reported “a distinct, nasty undercurrent
of feeling in the Senate . . . that a fast one has been put over.” Johnson to

John Francis Neylan, March 10, 1933, Johnson MSS. Cf. Pat McCarran to

George Thatcher, March 13, 1933, McCarran MSS., File 764.

’'William Lemke to the Farmers’ Union convention in Omaha, quoted in

Lorena Hickok to Harry Hopkins, November 23, 1933, Hopkins MSS.
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immediate needs, yet in every city deposits far exceeded withdrawals,

llie crisis was over, ''Capitaii.sm,'’ Raymond Moley later concluded,

'‘was s;ived in eight days.'”*^

On March 10, R<:K>seveit fired his second messiige at Oongress. He
requested sweeping powers to slice $‘M)0 million from payments to

veterans and to slash tht‘ pay of federal employees another $100 mil-

lion. “Tck) oftim in n^cent historyf" the President warned, “liberal gov-

ernments have been wrt'cked on nx'ks of kK>sc fiscal policy."”^ The
economy bill ndiected tht‘ infliumce of Director of the Budget Lewis

Douglas, w!u> thought that Hoover had indulged in “wild extrava-

gance.''^^* (knivinced that the propostil ccIukkI the demand of Wall

Stret't for wage slashing aiul that it was criud to vettuans, the Demo-
cratic caucus in the Iloust* ndmvd to support the Pre.sident. One con-

gressman iirotested that the liill w'ould henellt “big powerful banking

ra('ket(‘er.s,'' while antuhen* calh'd it “a slaughter of tlie disabled serv^ice-

num <if the United States." At any other time, such app<‘als would

have carried both chambers, !mt they madt^ little lit*adway against the

powtT of the Presidfait in a tinu' of crisis. Representativi* John Yewmg
Brown of Kentucky dedartnl: “I had as unm start a mutiny in tlm face

of a hnvign hx* as start a mutiny imlay against the program of tlu^

Ihesiiient of tlu‘ UnittHl States." “Wlam th<» (Uyrmreuumal Record

lies on the tlesk of Mr. R(H>sevelt in the moniing he will I<K>k ovtT the

roll eaih" warntHl Oongr<*ssman (Uifton Woodrum of Virginia, “and

fnau that he will know wluiher or not the Members of lus <wn party

w{*n» willing to go alemg with him in his gn*at fight to save the coun-

try."* * Alihemgh more* than ninety DemtHTats broke with Roo.seve^lt

in tlir Ihnise, most of them heealed WocHirum'.s counsel. After only

tw<) days’ debate, (kmgmss passtnl the economy hill. Under the leader-

ship of Franklin ReK>sev<*lt, tlie budget balancers fiad won a victory

for entlKKios finarne that hael not been possible under Henwer.

Ainir*^ Mryrr MH. Diiirv, Miirrh 14, HKD; <'»r*ort^e Fort Milton to William

Mairh 12, Milton MHS,; CJeraki Johnson, Diclater

or Darner fHi? (New York, HHl), 222; Raymond Mc4ey, Afiit Scimn Ymrs
(New York, |i. 155.

Puhiii' Pitp^t%. II, 5n.

.Srhlrsini.ter, (Umufm af Nrw Dent, p, 9; ‘Furner Uatlede^r, **A llard-IIittar

Strikes at ihr ButliietU 7'/ie Nra* )\nk Titm% Marth HI, 193S, pp.

3,15.

CUmgtmiwnid Umt'md, 73d (king., 1st Hess., pp. 2tHi, 2C19, 211, 214.



46 FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

The staccato rhythm of the Hundred Days had begun: on Thurs-

day, Congress adopted the bank bill; on Saturday, it passed the econ-

omy measure; on Monday, March 13, the President asked Congress to

fulfill the Democratic pledge of an early end to prohibition. Roosevelt’s

victory had speeded a remarkable revolution in sentiment; even some

veteran dry congressmen now voted for liquor. In February, 1933, the

wets had broken a fainthearted Senate filibuster, and the lame-duck

Congress, in a startling reversal of attitude, voted to repeal the Eight-

eenth Amendment.^^ While the Twenty-first Amendment was making

its way through the states, Roosevelt requested quick action to amend

the Volstead Act by legalizing beer of 3.2 per cent alcoholic content

by weight.

Roosevelt’s message touched off a raucous, rollicking debate. The

drys, who had succeeded in killing a beer bill only a few weeks before,

rehearsed the arguments that had been so convincing for more than

a decade, but to no avail. Representative John Boylan of New York

protested that this was ^‘the same old sob story you have been telling

us for the last 12 years. Why, I almost know your words verbatim—^the

distressed mother, the wayward son, the unruly daughter, the road-

house, and so forth, and so forth. . . Impatient congressmen

chanted: “Vote—vote—^we want beer”; within a week both houses

had passed the beer bill, and added wine for good measure, although

congressmen protested that 3.2 wine was not “interesting.” On March

22, Roosevelt signed the bill.

As the day of liberation approached, breweries worked feverishly

to meet the anticipated demand. Operating around the clock, a St.

Joseph, Missouri, factory turned out ten tons of pretzels a day, but

still ran two months behind. Emanuel Koveleski, president of the New
York Bartenders’ Union, proclaimed: “We’re all set. The bartenders

will be all fine, clean, upstanding young men.” On April 7, 1933, beer

was sold legally in America for the first time since the advent of pro-

hibition, and the wets made the most of it. In New York, six stout

brewery horses drew a bright red Busch stake wagon to the Empire

State Building, where a case of beer was presented to A1 Smith, “the

^ Representative Clarence Cannon to Bishop James Cannon, Jr., January 5,

1933, James Cannon, Jr., MSS.; Hiram Johnson to Charles K. McClatchy, Feb-
ruary 19, 1933, Johnson MSS.

Congressional Record^ 73d Cong., 1st Sess., p. 290.
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tyr of 1928.” In the beer town of St. Louisj steam whistles and

ns sounded at midnight, while Wisconsin Avenue in Milwaukee

blocked by mobs of celebrants standing atop cars and singing

^eet Adeline.” The most important ritual took place at the Rennert

:el bar in Baltimore: H. L. Mencken downed a glass of the new

f and assured anxious connoisseurs it was a worthy brew.^^

Vo weeks after Roosevelt took office, the country seemed a

nged place. Where once there had been apathy and despondency,

:e was now an immense sense of movement. If the country did not

w in what direction it was moving, it had great expectations; the

1 of lassitude had been snapped. On the walls of Thomas A.

son, Inc., in West Orange, New Jersey, President Charles Edison

ted a notice:

resident Roosevelt has done his part: now you do something,

uy something—^buy anything, anywhere; paint your kitchen, send a tele-

n, give a party, get a car, pay a bill, rent a flat, fix your roof, get a hair-

see a show, build a house, take a trip, sing a song, get married.

: does not matter what you do—^but get going and keep going. This old

Id is starting to move.^®

a single fortnight, Roosevelt, wrote Walter Lippmann, had achieved

^capture of morale comparable to the “second battle of the Marne

he summer of 1916.”^^

ret what had Roosevelt done? He had pursued a policy more ruth-

ly deflationary than anything Hoover had dared. With $4 billion

I up in closed banks, he had embarked on a retrenchment program

Lch still further eroded purchasing power. In his circumspect treat-

at of the banks, in his economy message, in his beer bill, Roosevelt

I summed up the program of the arch-conservative du Pont wing

the Democratic party, the very men who had fought him so bitterly

^The New York Times, March 27, 1933; Time, XXI (April 17, 1933), 13.

>Time, XXI (April 3, 1933), 43.

5 New York Herald-Tribune, March 15, 1933. “Only a few weeks ago any-

y looking at the situation in the United States could only have done so with

ings of the gravest anxiety,” observed Neville Chamberlain, Chancellor of

Exchequer, in the House of Commons on March 22. “To-day, thanks to the

ative, courage, and wisdom of the new President, a change has taken place

ch might almost be called miraculous. ... A new sense of hope and an-

)ation for the future is coming back to the American people, and that con-

nce is being reflected over here in the City of London. . .
.” Charles T.

linan, “Roosevelt as Europe Sees Him,” Forum, LXXXIX (1933), 348.
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in Chicago. Under the leadership of John Raskob, they had proposed

to bring the budget into balance by cutting federal spending and by

creating new sources of revenue from legalized sales of liquor. Now
Roosevelt had done for them what they had been unable to achieve

themselves.^^

No one knew this better than Roosevelt. “While things look super-

ficially rosy,” he wrote Colonel House^ “I realize well that thus far we

have actually given more of deflation than of inflation. ... It is

simply ineidtable that we must inflate and though my banker friends

may be horrified, I still am seeking an inflation which will not wholly

be based on additional government debt.”^^ Roosevelt had originally

planned a quick session of Congress which would adjourn as soon as

it had dealt with the banking crisis, but it responded so well to his first

proposals that he decided to hold it in session. On March 16, the

President charted a new course by sending his farm message to Con-

gress.

In framing a farm bill. Secretary of Agriculture Henry Wallace pre-

ferred the “domestic allotment” plan developed by several economists

—^John Black of Minnesota and Harvard, W. J. Spillman of the De-

partment of Agriculture, and Beardsley Ruml of the Rockefeller Foun-

dation—and advanced most persuasively by Milbum L. Wilson of

Montana State College. The domestic • allotment proposal aimed to

deal with the crucial problem of depressed prices and mounting sur-

pluses.^® Hoover’s Farm Board had tried to raise prices without curbing

production, only to see a half-biUion dollars go down the drain with

no substantial benefit to farmers.^® Wilson and the other advocates of

the domestic allotment plan proposed to restrict acreage; levy a tax

Gerald Johnson, Roosevelt: Dictator or Democrat?, p. 217; Marriner
Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers (New York, 1951), pp. 124-125; George Fort
Milton to Daniel Roper, March 27, 1933, Milton MSS., Box 13.

^8 F,D.R. to E. M. House, April 5, 1933, House MSS.
i& “The Malthusian thesis of a population pressing upon the food supply,”

observed Tugwell, had changed to a “food supply pressing upon the population.”
Tugwell, The Battle of Democracy (New York, 1935), p. 109.

20 In the summer of 1931, faced by a glut of millions of bales of cotton, the
chairman of the Federal Farm Board had wired cotton-state governors “to in-

duce immediate plowing under of every third row of cotton now growing.”
The New York Times, August 13, 1931; Federal Farm Board, Third Annual
Report (Washington, 1932); Murray Benedict, Farm Policies of the United
States (New York, 1953), pp. 257-267; Milton Garber to L. A. Dillingham,
February 15, 1932, Garber MSS.
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he processors of agricultural commodities (for example, the miller

converted wheat into flour)
;
and pay farmers who agreed to limit

luction benefits based on “parity,” which would give the farmer

same level of purchasing power he had had before the war.^^

oosevelt had his own ideas about a satisfactory farm program

—

lisliked dumping, wanted decentralized administration, and stipu-

i the plan should obtain the consent of a majority of the farmers

It, above all, he insisted that farm leaders themselves agree on the

, of bill they wanted. In this fashion, he avoided antagonizing farm

esmen by choosing one device in preference to another, and threw

responsibility for achieving a workable solution on the farm or-

zations. Not a few farm leaders disputed Roosevelt’s conception

be problem. Processors and old McNary-Haugenites opposed re-

ng acreage and favored instead a combination of marketing agree-

ts with dumping surpluses abroad. But they were willing to bargain

so was the administration. Wallace, who wanted a farm act before

ting time, proposed an omnibus bill which would embody different

•natives, and that, after a series of conferences with farm spokes-

,
was what he got.^^

he House quickly passed the farm bill without change, but the

Lte balked at speedy action. The measure shocked conservatives

drew the wrath of lobbyists for the processors—^millers, packers,

lers, and others—who objected to the proposed processing tax.^®

he same time, the radical wing of the farm movement protested

the farmer deserved nothing less than government guarantee of his

t of production,” a conception even more elusive than “parity.”

well shrewdly observed: “For real radicals such as Wheeler, Fra-

etc., it is not enough; for conservatives it is too much; for Jefferson

locrats it is a new control which they distrust. For the economic

Gertrude Almy Slichter, “Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Farm Problem,

-1932,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review^ XLIII (1956), 238—258
: Voluntary Domestic Allotment Plan for Wheat,” Food Research Institute,

Ford University, Wheat Studies, IX (1932), 23-62.

Rexford Tugwell, The Democratic Roosevelt (Garden City, N.Y., 1957),

!75-277; “Memorandum on the Origins of AAA,” Tugwell MSS., FDRL;
ge Peek MS. Diary, November, 1932-April, 1933; William Hirth to Louis

e, December 21, 1932, Hirth MSS.; Mordecai Ezekiel, Rexford Tugwell,

5 Bean, O. G. Stine, COHC.
Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 40-41

; Josiah Bailey to Josephus

els. May 5, 17, 1933, Daniels MSS., Box 698.
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philosophy which it represents there are no defenders at all. Never-

theless, in spite of everything, it will probably become law.”^^

As the Senate debated the farm bill, inflation sentiment grew like

the green bay tree. Despite administration opposition, the Senate on

April 17 came within ten votes of adopting an amendment by Senator

Burton Wheeler of Montana for the free coinage of silver, and Roo-

sevelt was informed that “well over ten” senators had voted against

the Wheeler amendment, or had refrained from voting, who favored

some kind of inflation. The situation in the House, where nearly half

the members had signed a petition to take up a bill to issue greenbacks,

was little better. Speaker Rainey confided: “I am an irreconcilable

Bryan 16 to 1 man.”^®

On April 18, Senate leaders warned Roosevelt that a new inflation-

ary amendment to the farm bill, sponsored by Senator Elmer Thomas
of Oklahoma, could not be defeated. Recognizing that the situation

would soon be out of hand, Roosevelt decided to accept the Thomas
proposal if it was rewritten to give the President discretionary powers

rather than making any specific course of inflationary action manda-
tory. In its revised form, the Thomas amendment authorized the

President to bring about inflation through remonetizing silver, printing

greenbacks, or altering the gold content of the dollar. That night, hear-

ing of Roosevelt’s capitulation to the soft-money men, Lewis Douglas

cried: “Well, this is the end of Western civilization.”^®

The following day, Roosevelt, confined in bed by a sore throat, an-

nounced with a smile to the 125 newspapermen gathered in his bed-

room that the United States was off the gold standard.^"^ The country

had, to be sure, been on a greatly modified gold basis for some weeks.

The President wrote later of an encounter with Secretary Woodin on

April 20: “His face was wreathed in smiles, but I looked at him and

24Tugwell, “Notes from a New Deal Diary,” March 31, 1933. Cf. Gilbert

Fite, “Farmer Opinion and the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 1933,” Mississippi

Valley Historical Review, XLVIII (1962), 656-673.
Moley, After Seven Years, pp. 156-158; Elbert Thomas to Delbert Draper,

April 22, 1933, Elbert Thomas MSS., Box 14; Jeannette Nichols, “Silver In-

flation and the Senate in 1933,” Social Studies, XXV (1934), 12-18; Henry
Morrow Hyde MS. Diary, April 17, 19, 1933.

26 Moley, After Seven Years, p. 160; “40 Years a Legislator,” pp. 224-236,
Elmer Thomas MSS.

27 Henry Morrow Hyde MS. Diary, April 19, 1933; Arthur Whipple Craw-
ford, Monetary Management under the New Deal (Washington, 1940), pp.
36-40.
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‘Mr. Secretary, I have some very bad news for you. I have to

Lince to you the serious fact that the United States has gone off

;old standard.’ Mr. Woodin is a good sport. He threw up both

5, opened his eyes wide and exclaimed: ‘My heavens! What,
?’ Yet Roosevelt’s embargo of the export of gold represented

isive turn—nothing less than the jettisoning of the international

jtandard.^^

osevelt took the country off gold, not simply to forestall the in-

lists, but because he was deeply concerned by the deflation of

rst six weeks of the New Deal. By going off gold, he sought to

limself to engage in domestic price-raising ventures. The Presi-

; action horrified conservatives. Bernard Baruch insisted: “It

be defended except as mob rule.” But Roosevelt’s historic de-

won applause not only from farm-state senators but, unexpect-

from the House of Morgan. Morgan himself publicly announced

)proval, and Russell Lefiingwell wrote the President: “Your ac-

n going off gold saved the country from complete collapse. It

itally necessary and the most important of all helpful things you

ione.”^®

Congress continued to wrangle over the fann bUl, rebellion once

broke out in the Com Belt. In late April, a mob of farmers,

id in blue bandannas, dragged Judge Charles C. Bradley from his

. in LeMars, Iowa, took him to a crossroads out of town, and
r lynched him in a vain effort to get him to promise not to sign

:age foreclosures. A few days later, to force the hand of Congress,

anners’ Holiday Association, led by Milo Reno and A. C. Town-

died a national fanners’ strike for May 13.

May 12, racing to nip the farm strike in the bud, Congress

I the Agricultural Adjustment Act. Since it provided for alter-

; systems of subsidizing farm staples, the law simply postponed

uarrel over farm policy; within a few months, it would erupt

But for the moment farm leaders were content to count their

ra.nklin D. Roosevelt, On Our Way (New York, 1934), p. 6.

ustav Cassel, The Downfall of the Gold Standard (Oxford, 1936), pp.
54.

hlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 202; Leffingwell to F.D.R., October

3, FDRL PPF 866. Cf. Commercial and Financial Chronicle (April 22,

p. 2653. On June 5, the President signed a joint resolution abrogating

d clause in public and private contracts.
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blessings. The act gave the farmer the price supports he desired^ and

more besides. The Thomas amendment held out to the debt-ridden

farmer the prospect of freshly printed greenbacks; the supplementary

Farm Credit Act of June 16 promised to keep the sheriff and the

mortgage company away from his door. Within eighteen months, the

Farm Credit Administration, a merger of government farm loan agen-

cies under the energetic Henry Morgenthau, Jr., and his deputy, Wil-

liam Myers of Cornell, would refinance a fifth of all farm mortgages.

After more than a half century of agitation, the farmer had come into

his own.^^

By the spring of 1933, the needs of more than fifteen million un-

employed had quite overwhelmed the resources of local governments.

In some counties, as many as 90 per cent of the people were on relief.

Roosevelt was npt indifferent to the plea of mayors and county com-

missioners for federal assistance, but the relief proposal closest to his

heart had more special aims: the creation of a civilian forest army
to put the “wild boys of the road” and the unemployed of the cities to

work in the national forests. On March 14, the President asked four of

his cabinet to consider the conservation corps idea, a project which

united his belief in universal service for youth with his desire to im-

prove the nation’s estate. Moreover, Roosevelt thought that the char-

acter of city men would benefit from a furlough in the country. The
next day, his officials reported back with a recommendation not only

for tree-army legislation but for public works and federal grants to the

states for relief. The President opposed massive public works spending,

since he favored retrenchment and believed there were few worth-

while projects, but Secretary of Labor Frances Perkins; Harry Hop-
kins, who had headed his relief program in New York; and Senators

Robert La Follette, Jr., of Wisconsin and Edward Costigan of Colo-

rado won him over.^^ On March 21, the President sent an unem-
ployment relief message to Congress which embraced all three

Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 44-^5.
32 As early as December, 1931, Costigan and La Follette had introduced a

bill for federal grants to the states for unemployment relief. Such measures had
had the warm support of men like Bronson Cutting of New Mexico and George
Norris of Nebraska in the Senate and Fiorello La Guardia in the House. New
York’s Senator Robert Wagner had advanced a panoply of proposals: public

works, unemployment insurance, and a system of employment exchanges. Presi-

dent Hoover’s opposition had killed or emasculated all of these recommenda-
tions.
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nmendations. Congress took only eight days to create the Civilian

lervation Corps. In little more than a week, the Senate whipped

jgh a bill authorizing half a billion dollars in direct federal grants

le states for relief, and the House gave its approval three weeks

. Before the session ended, Roosevelt had achieved the third goal

is relief program—^public works—^in the National Industrial Re-

ty Act.^2

xording to one account, Herbert Hoover, when queried a short

after he left office if there was anything he should have done

5 President that he had not done, replied: “Repudiate all debts.”^^

was an almost universal sentiment in the spring of 1933. Creditors

Tstood that if they were to avert outright repudiation, they must

: out procedures to ease the burden of debt that threatened to de-

i millions of all they owned. Especially critical was the plight of

5owners. In 1932, a quarter of a million families lost their homes,

le first half of 1933, more than a thousand homes were being fore-

d every day; Philadelphia averaged 1,300 sherifFs sales a month.®®

June, Congress adopted the Home Owners’ Loan Act amidst

that the law bailed out real-estate interests rather than the home-

^r. Without having to scale down the debt he was owed, the mort-

r could turn in defaulted mortgages for guaranteed government

[s. Yet, however much the act was tailored to the interests of finan-

institutions, it proved a lifesaver for thousands of Americans,

n the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation opened for business in

n, a double column stretched for three blocks down Main Street

:ven in the morning; when the doors opened, five hundred people

ed into the lobby. In the end, the HOLC would help refinance

out of every five mortgaged urban private dwellings in America.®®

Sda:ar Nixon, Franklin D. Roosevelt and Conservation, 1911—1945 (2 vols.,

Park, N.Y., 1957), I, 138-151; George Rawick, “The New Deal and
i” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1957), Ch. 5;
er Smith to Jane Addams, March 8, 1933, Addams MSS., Box 22; “Memo-
im for the Secretary of war: Civilian Conservation Corps,” April 3, 1933,

Howe MSS., Box 59.

Sleminiscence by John Carmody, “Ex-President Hoover in New York,”

lody MSS., Box 57.

Schlesinger, Coming of New Dealj p. 297; Lorena Hickok to Harry Hop-
August 6, 1933, Hopkins MSS.
2. Lowell Harriss, History and Policies of Home Owners^ Loan Corpora-

[New York, 1951), pp. 35, 38-39, 127-128; John Blum, From the Morgen-
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As Roosevelt followed one startling recommendation for reform

legislation with yet another, the progressive bloc in Congress came to

the pleasant realization that all kinds of proposals that had been

doomed to defeat for more than a decade now had an excellent chance

of adoption. Of all the projects espoused by the Republican progres-

sives, one in particular symbolized their frustration during the recent

reign of three Republican Presidents. Led by George Norris of Ne-

braska, the progressives had fought year in and year out for govern-

ment operation of the Muscle Shoals properties on the Tennessee

River, an electric power and nitrogen development built during World

War I. Twice Congress had passed a Muscle Shoals bill; twice it had

been killed by Republican Presidents, Now the progressives found an

ally in the new Democratic President. Even before he took office, he

had toured the Tennessee Valley with Norris. “Is he really with you?”

reporters asked Norris afterward. “He is more than with me, because

he plans to go even farther than I did,” the Senator responded.^^

Norris was right. He himself was mainly interested in the potential

of Muscle Shoals for hydroelectric power. Southern farm interests and

their congressional spokesmen were excited chiefly by the possibility of

using the project to manufacture fertilizers. “I care nothing for the

power,” observed Alabama’s Senator Hugo Black. Still others wanted

to secure flood protection and curb soil erosion. Roosevelt, with his

long-standing interest in forest, land, and water, saw all of these ele-

ments as part of a whole. He proposed not merely unified development

of the resources of the valley but a vast regional experiment in social

planning which would affect directly the lives of the people of the

valley.

On April 10, the President asked Congress to create the Tennessee

Valley Authority. The TVA would build multipurpose dams which

would serve as reservoirs to control floods and at the same time gen-

erate cheap, abundant hydroelectric power. Its power operations were

than Diaries (Boston, 1959), p. 284; Ruth McKenney, Industrial Valley (New
York, 1939), p. 110.

37 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 323-324; The New York Times,
February 3, 1933.

33 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 321—323; C. Herman Pritchett,

The Tennessee Valley Authority (Chapel Hill, 1943), pp. 27-29; Howard K.
Menhinick, L, L. Durisch, and Tracy B. Augur, “Origin of the Regional Plan-

ning and Development Concept in TVA Legislation,” February 6, 1943; Augur
to Menhinick, March 1, 1943, TVA Archives, Knoxville (file copy).
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Lgned to serve as a to measure what would be reason-

s rates for a power company to charge. The Authority, which would

a public corporation with the powers of government but the fiexi-

ty of a private corporation, would manufacture fertilizer, dig a

-mile navigation channel from Knoxville to Paducah, engage in

conservation and reforestation, and, to the gratification of the

oners, co-operate with state and local agencies in social experi-

ats. Utility executives aigued that there would be no market for

power TVA dams would produce; Representative Joe Martin of

ssachusetts declared the TVA was “patterned closely after one of

soviet dreams”; and The New York Times commented: “Enact-

ot of any such bill at this time would mark the ‘low’ of Gongres-

lal folly.”^® But in the remarkable springtime of the Hundred Days,

' heeded. The House passed the measure by a whopping margin;

rris steered it through the Senate; and, after he had first made
3 that congressional conferees had approved his more ambitious

ception of the project, Franklin Roosevelt signed the Tennessee

Iley Authority Act on May
Vhile Roosevelt had sent an impressive number of legislative pro-

als to Congress, he had still done nothing directly to stimulate in-

trial recovery. He had, to be sure, encouraged Senator Wagner to

k into various schemes for business self-government under federal

ervision, and he had requested Raymond Moley to commission the

w York financier, James Warburg, to consolidate disparate pro-

als for industrial co-ordination. Yet, when Warbuig reported back,

Dsevelt concluded that business thought had not yet crystallized to

point where legislation was feasible. By early April, the President

1 decided against taking any action.

Dn April 6, Roosevelt received a rude awakening. In December,

i2, Senator Hugo Black of Alabama had introduced a thirty-hour

to bar from interstate commerce articles produced in plants in

ich employees worked more than five days a week or six hours a

r. Black, influenced by the English writer G. D. H. Cole and the

lericans Arthur Dahlberg and Stuart Chase, claimed that his pro-

® Congressional Record, 73d Cong., 1st Sess., pp, 2178-2179; The New York

lesy April 26, 1933; “Reactions of the Country to the Passage of the Muscle

als Bill,” Public Utilities Fortnightly, XI (1933), 724—729. The Times was
»ecome one of the most steadfast defenders of the TVA.
^ Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 324-326.
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posal would create six million jobs. William Green^ the mild-mannered

president of the A.F. of L., declared the Black bill struck “at the root

of the problem—technological unemployment,” and startled the coun-

try, and perhaps himself, by threatening a general strike in support of

the thirty-hour week.'*^ On April 6, bowing to pressure from organized

labor and the American Legion, the Senate upset all Roosevelt’s cal-

culations by passing the Black bill, 53-30.

The President, who believed that the Black bill was unconstitutional,

that it was inflexible, and that it would retard recovery, was stung to

action. He directed Moley to start the wheels turning once again on

a plan for industrial mobilization. Throughout the month of April,

various people, holding vague commissions, worked on separate drafts

of a recovery bill. They reflected a variety of different demands. New
Dealers like Tugwell, writers like Charles Beard and Stuart Chase,

and senators like Wagner and La Follette stressed the need for na-

tional planning. Wagner and La Follette, together with Senator Costi-

gan, stepped up their campaign for federal public works, with the

backing of administration leaders ranging from Secretary of Labor

Frances Perkins to Secretary of War George Dem. Old Bull Moosers

like the labor attorney Donald Richberg, nourished on the doctrines

of the New Nationalism, revived interest in theorists of the Progressive

era who had speculated about concentration and control.

The most popular of all proposals arose from the plea of such

business leaders as Gerard Swope of General Electric and Henry I.

Harriman of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce that the government

suspend the antitrust laws to permit trade associations to engage in

industrywide planning. While trade associations had adopted “codes

of fair competition” in the past, they had had to do so gingerly lest

they be slapped with an antitrust suit for collusion, and they had no
way to coerce fractious minorities. Some businessmen sought govern-

ment sanction for business agreements simply in order to fix prices to

their own advantage; others, like Swope, who had worked with Jane
Addams at Hull-House, conceived of the scheme as a way to benefit

labor as well as capital. All shared a common revulsion against the

workings of a competitive, individualistic, laissez-faire economy.^^

^^U.S. Congress, Senate, Thirty-Hour Work Week, Hearings before Sub-
committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate, 72d Cong., 2d Sess., on S.5267,
January 5-19, 1933 (Washington, 1933), pp. 1-23.

^2J. George Frederick (ed.), The Swope Plan (New York, 1931); Gerard
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In quest of a precedent for government-business co-operation^ the

raftsmen of the recovery bill turned to the experience with industrial

obilization in World War I. Swope himself had served in a war

jency, and his plan was one of many^ like William McAdoo’s pro-

3sal for a “Peace Industries Board,” which drew on recollections of

>vemment co-ordination of the economy during the war.^^ Since they

ijected laissez faire, yet shrank from embracing socialism, the plan-

ers drew on the experience of the War Industries Board because it

fered an analogue which provided a maximum of government di-

iction with a minimum of challenge to the institutions of a profit

:onomy.

A number of union leaders, especially men like John L. Lewis and

idney Hillman in the sick coal and garment industries, had come to

dieve that only by national action could their industries be stabilized,

hey were willing to agree to business proposals for a suspension of the

ititrust laws because they assumed the Supreme Court would not

mction a federal wages and hours law, and they reasoned that in-

ustrial codes offered high-wage businessmen badly needed protection

•om operators who connived to undersell them by exploiting their

orkers. But Senator Wagner, the most eloquent champion of the

ghts of labor in Congress, insisted that if business received concessions

tbor must have a guarantee of collective bargaining."^

On May 10, out of patience with the wrangling over the industrial

xovery bill, Roosevelt named a drafting committee and told the

raftsmen to lock themselves in a room and not come out until they

ad a bill. A week later, the President was able to present Congress

ith an omnibus proposal that had a little for everyone. Business got

Dvemment authorization to draft code agreements exempt from the

;vope, COHC, pp. 123 ff.; Joseph Knapp to Lindsay Warren, February 9,

?33, Warren MSS-, Box 9; “A Plea from 123 Representatives of Independent

idustrial Units and of Labor for the Trial of a Two Years’ Truce in Destruc-

ve Competition,” The Group to Herbert Hoover, February 11, 1932, copy in

[arvey Williams to Robert Wagner, March 24, 1932, Wagner MSS.
43 Raphael Herman to William McAdoo, June 10, 1931, McAdoo MSS., Box

59; Representative Chester Bolton to Walter Gifford, August 24, 1931, Newton
aker MSS., Box 192.
44 Matthew Josephson, Sidney Hillman (Garden City, N.Y., 1952), p. 357;

[illman, “A Proposal for Labor Boards as an Essential in the Emergency,” in

[enry Moskowitz to Robert Wagner, April 12, 1933, Wagner MSS.; W. Jett

auck to John L. Lewis, April 27, May 5, 1933, Lauck MSS., Correspondence.
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antitrust laws; the planners won their demand for government licens-

ing of business; and labor received Section 7(a), modeled on War
Labor Board practices, which guaranteed the right to collective bar-

gaining and stipulated that the codes should set minimum wages and

maximum hours. In addition, the bill provided for $3.3 billion in pub-

lic works.^®

The House, largely as a demonstration of its support for Roosevelt,

passed the bill, 325-76. In the Senate it had much tougher sledding.

The Black group viewed the measure as a “sellout,” inflationists

favored a different remedy, and conservatives objected to the labor

provisions and to the immense power given the federal government.

The weightiest objections came from antitrusters such as Senator

Borah, who warned that the bill sanctioned cartels and that the big

interests would inevitably dominate code-making. Wagner countered

by challenging the progressives to find any feasible way other than the

codes to outlaw sweatshops and protect labor. “I do not think we will

ever have industry in order,” Wagner aigued, “until we have nation-

ally planned economy, and this is the first step toward it.” In the

end the Senate approved the bill, but by the narrow margin of seven

votes, with both conservatives like Glass and progressives like La
Follette and Norris in the opposition on the crucial roll call. On June

16, when President Roosevelt signed the National Industrial Recovery

Act, he observed: “Many good men voted this new charter with mis-

givings. I do not share these doubts. I had part in the great cooper-

ation of 1917 and 1918 and it is my faith that we can count on our

industry once more to join in our general purpose to lift this new
threat. . .

While Roosevelt offered industrialists a partnership in the mobi-

lization for recovery, he insisted that the financiers be disciplined. On
March 29, he sent Congress his recommendation for federal regulation

of securities, a proposal which added “to the ancient rule of caveat

The best accounts of the origins of the industrial recovery bill—a subject

on which there is sharply conflicting testimony—^are Schlesinger, Coming of New
Deal, Ch. 6; Moley, After Seven Years, pp. 184-190; and James Bums, “Con-
gress and the Formation of Economic Policies: Six Case Studies” (unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation. Harvard University, 1947). On section 7(a), see Irving Bern-
stein, The New Deal Collective Bargaining Policy (Berkeley and Los Angeles,

1950), pp. 29-39, and “Docket—Coal & Stabilization,” April 24, May 6, 23,

1933, National Recovery Act file, W. Jett Lauck MSS.
Congressional Record, 73d Gong., 1st Sess., p. 5245; Public Papers, II, 252.
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ptor, the further doctrine ‘let the seller also beware.’ A short

lie before, such legislation would have been inconceivable, but the

ate on the securities bill took place as the Pecora committee was

rying the popular outcry against Wall Street to a heightened pitch.

^ tribune of righteousness, Ferdinand Pecora summoned the na-

I’s financial rulers to the bar. In the twenties, the House of Morgan

L been an arcane shrine, Morgan himself a prince of the realm

> dwelt somewhere in the recesses of the marble building on Broad

[ Wall far removed from the common throng. Now Pecora

3d Morgan before the Senate committee and put to him questions

.ad not seemed fit to ask him before. “Pecora has the manner and

manners of a prosecuting attorney who is trying to convict a horse

:f,” Morgan protested to his friends. “Some of these senators re-

id me of sex suppressed old maids who think everybody is trying

seduce them.” On the witness stand, Morgan appeared to have

n resurrected from some Dickensian countinghouse—^he called one

lis clerks a “dark”—^but as Pecora jabbed his stubby finger at him,

le Morgan fondled the heavy gold chain across his paunch, he

ned less the awesome figure of Broad and Wall, more like a Main
;et banker with his eye on the main chance.^®

^he Pecora probe made possible the adoption, of the Securities Act

in May, but the law itself bore the imprint of the Brandeisian

ion of the New Dealers. Sharply at variance with the NRA phi-

phy of government-business co-operation in the interest of national

ining, the measure reflected the faith of the New Freedom in regu-

m rather than direction, in full disclosure rather than coercion,

i Securities law, modeled on the British Companies Act, gave the

eral Trade Commission power to supervise issues of new securities,

jired each new stock issue to be accompanied by a statement of

vant financial infonnation, and made company directors civilly and

ainally liable for misrepresentation. Drafted in part by lawyers sup-

d by the Brandeisian Felix Frankfurter, and shepherded through

igress by the Wilsonian liberal Sam Rayburn, the law delighted

gressives who believed that Wall Street wielded too much un-

Public Papers, II, 93.

Henry Morrow Hyde MS. Diary, June 13, 1933; Thomas Stokes, Chip Off
Shoulder (Princeton, 1940), pp. 345-350; Ferdinand Pecora, Wall Street

sr Oath (New York, 1939) ;
“Confidential Files, Governor Harrison,” March

1933, Harrison MSS., Conversations, II.
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disciplined power over the economy. On the other hand, spokesmen

for co-operation with business and advocates of planning—both of

whom shared an organic conception of the economy—thought the

measure regressive. William O. Douglas of the Yale Law School dis-

missed it as a “nineteenth-century piece of legislation"’ which, instead

of aiding national planning, sought to restore the old capitalistic order

of competitive small units.^®

Two days after Pecora’s inquiry revealed that the twenty Morgan

partners had not paid a penny in income taxes in two years, the Senate

passed the Glass-Steagall banking bill without a dissenting voice. The

Pecora committee had urged the separation of investment from com-

mercial banking, and this feature of the Glass-Steagall bill, highly

popular with investors, had even won the support of Winthrop Al-

drich, the new head of the Chase National Bank, although Wall Street

hooted that Aldrich’s remarks represented an assault by Rockefeller

interests on the House of Morgan. Much more controversial was the

proposal for federal insurance of bank deposits, a panacea advanced by

Senator Arthur Vandenberg of Michigan and by Representative Henry

Steagall of Alabama, the leader of the small-bank faction in the

House. They were motivated in part by a recognition of the anguish

of the small depositor, but also by the conviction that the safety-fund

device would protect the circulating medium and would help sustain

a system of small unit banks. On the basis of past experience, the in-

surance proposal seemed highly questionable, and not only bankers

but both Senator Glass and President Roosevelt frowned on it. Yet,

unlike his more conservative fiscal advisers, such as Dean Acheson,

Roosevelt recognized that the demand for federal bank insurance

could not be resisted. When Congress adopted the Glass-Steagall Act,

it approved not only the separation of investment from commercial

banking and certain reforms of the Federal Reserve System but the

creation of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. A stepchild of

the New Deal, the federal guarantee of bank deposits turned out to

be a brilliant achievement. Fewer banks suspended during the rest

of the decade than in even the best single year of the twenties.®®

William O. Douglas, “Protecting the Investor,” Yale Review^ XXIII
(1934), 529; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 439-442; Moley, After
Seven Years, pp. 176-183; “SEC,” Fortune, XXI (June, 1940), 92, 120;
Daniel Roper to E. M. House, March 27, 1933, House MSS.

50 Carter Golembe, “The Deposit Insurance Legislation of 1933: An Ex-
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^en Congress adjourned on June 16, precisely one hundred days

T the special session opened, it had written into the laws of the

i the most extraordinary series of reforms in the nation’s history,

lad committed the country to an unprecedented program of gov-

nent-industry co-operation; promised to distribute stupendous sums

nillions of staple fanners; accepted responsibility for the welfare

nillions of unemployed; agreed to engage in farreaching experi-

itation in regional planning; pledged billions of dollars to save

les and farms from foreclosure; undertaken huge public works

iding; guaranteed the small bank deposits of the country; and had,

the first time, established federal regulation of Wall Street. The
t day, as the President sat at his desk in the White House signing

Tal of the bills Congress had adopted, including the largest peace-

5 appropriation bill ever passed, he remarked: ‘‘More history is

ig made today than in [any] one day of our national life.” Okla-

la’s Senator Thomas Gore amended: “During all time.”^^

Loosevelt had directed the entire operation like a seasoned field

eral. He had sent fifteen messages up to the Hill, seen fifteen his-

c laws through to final passage. Supremely confident, every inch

leader, he dumfounded his critics of a few months before. “Roo-

;lt the Candidate and Roosevelt the President are two different

I

,

” observed a veteran newspaperman. “I assert as much, for I am
I acquainted with both. In the first role he was famous for his

ailing smile, famous for his soft words, famous for his punchless

;ches. . . . The oath of office seems suddenly to have transfigured

I from a man of mere charm and buoyancy to one of dynamic ag-

;siveness.”®^ Others conceded that they might have been mistaken.

lation of Its Antecedents and Its Purposes,” Political Science Quarterly

y
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“When Norman Thomas and I wrote a book on New York last year,”

Paul Blanshard confessed^ “we sadly underestimated your courage and

intelligence.”®^ “How do you account for him?” puzzled William Allen

White. “Was I just fooled in him before the election, or has he de-

veloped? As Governor of New York, I thought he was a good, two-

legged Governor of the type that used to flourish in the first decade

of the century under the influence of La Follette and Roosevelt. We
had a lot of them but they weren’t Presidential size except Hiram

Johnson, and I thought your President was one of those. Instead of

which he developed magnitude and poise, more than all, power! I

have been a voracious feeder in the course of a long and happy life

and have eaten many things, but I have never had to eat my words

before.”®^ Republican editor and Socialist writer, G. O. P. senators

and pro^essive critics, all shared in a common rejoicing. The nation,

at last, had found a leader.

Garrison Villard, “Mr. Roosevelt’s Two Months,” New Statesman and Nationj
V n933^ 593-594

58 Blanshard to F.D.R., July 21, 1933, FDRL PPF 714.
54 White to Harold Ickes, May 23, 1933, FDRL PPF 714. Hiram Johnson

himself commented: “The admirable trait in Roosevelt is that he has the guts

to try. . . . He does it all with the rarest good nature. I am fond of saying

we have exchanged for a frown in the White House a smile. Where there were
hesitation and vacillation, weighing always the personal political consequences,

feebleness, timidity, and duplicity, there are now courage and boldness and
real action.” Johnson to Katherine Edson, April 20, 1933, Edson MSS., Box 3.

Cf. Arthur Capper to Stanley Resor, June 17, 1933, Capper MSS.



CHAPTER 4

Over the Top

X TELL before Congress had recessed, Roosevelt confronted a stu-

' pendous task in state-building. Like the leader of a colony which

id just achieved independence, the President had to create an en-

'ely new government. The Republicans, after twelve years in office,

dd a near monopoly of skilled administrators, and most of these

ewed the New Deal experiment with dismay. “We stood in the city

Washington on March 4th,’’ recalled Raymond Moley, “like a

indful of marauders in a hostile territory.” Only the veterans of the

ar mobilization had had much experience with the kind of massive

idertaking Roosevelt had inaugurated. “One cannot go into the

osmos Club without meeting half a dozen persons whom he knew
iring the war,” wrote one New Dealer.^

In the spring of 1933, Washington quickened to the feverish pace of

e new mobilization. From state agricultural colleges and university

tmpuses, from law faculties and social work schools, the young men
>cked to Washington to take part in the new mobilization. Wholly

)art from their beliefs or special competences, they imparted an

lormous energy to the business of governing and impressed almost

^eryone with their contagious high spirits and their dedication. After

visit to the Department of Agriculture, Sherwood Anderson wrote:

[ stood there in the office a few minutes and at least ten of my old

estern friends came in, old radicals, young ones, newspaper men etc.

1 Raymond Moley, After Seven Years (New York, 1939), p. 128; Isador

ibin to Louis Brandeis, August 25, 1933, Brandeis MSS. G5.
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There is certainly a curiously exilerating feeling. You cannot be

there now without a feeling of the entire sincereity of many of these

men.”^

No sooner would the public grasp the name of one adviser than

another would be gaining headlines. By midsummer, they were coming

to Washington in droves. Whereas formerly they arrived one at a

time, reported the Literary Digest in July, “they are now beginning

to arrive in pairs. We find ourselves bumping into them wherever we
turn. . . ‘‘A plague of young lawyers settled on Washington,”

carped one administrator later. “They all claimed to be friends of

somebody or other and mostly of Felix Frankfurter and Jerome Frank.

They floated airily into offices, took desks, asked for papers and found

no end of things to be busy about. I never found out why they came,

what they did or why they left.”^ Critics of the administration learned

to single out Frankfurter, who sent a great number of his most prom-

ising students at Harvard Law School to Washington, as the symbol of

the intellectual in government, as, in the words of one writer, “a kind

of alderman-at-large for the better element.” Hugh Johnson later

named Frankfurter “the most influential single individual in the

United States”; Hearsfs New York American called him “the iago of

this Administration.”^ By September, college deans of admission were

reporting that students were turning away from subjects that prepared

them for business and were requesting courses “which would point

them toward the ‘brain trust.’

The New Deal’s most important task in the summer of 1933 was to

negotiate NRA code agreements with the major industries. To head
the Recovery Administration, Roosevelt named General Hugh John-
son, who had helped organize the draft in World War I, and had

2 Sherwood Anderson to Burton and Mary Emmett, October 8, 1933, Emmett
MSS. I have retained Anderson’s spelling.

^Literary Digest, CXVI (July 22, 1933), 10; Denver Post, May 21, 1933;
George Peek, with Samuel Crowther, Why Quit Our Own (New York, 1936),
p. 20.

^ Eliot Janeway, The Struggle for Survival (New Haven, 1951), p. 140; “Felix
Frankfurter,” Fortune, XII (1936), 63. Cf. Henry Stimson MS. Diary, Novem-
ber 2, 1935.

® Forrest Davis, “The Rise of the Commissars,” New Outlook, CLXII (De-
cember, 1933), 23-24. Harvard’s Department of Government showed an increase
in concentrators from 5.5 to 12.3 per cent between 1931 and 1936. New Re^
puhlic,XC (1937), 251-252.
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rved as a liaison between the Army and the War Industries Board,

gruff
j
pugnacious martinet with the leathery face and order-barking

sp of a former cavalry officer, Johnson had no illusions about the

mensions of the job. “It will be red fire at first and dead cats after-

a,rd,” he remarked. “This is just like mounting the guillotine on the

finitesimal gamble that the ax won’t work.”^

Johnson flung himself into code-making with the frontier abandon

a boy raised in the Cherokee Strip. The NRA codes of fair practices,

hnson explained, would “eliminate eye-gouging and knee-groining

id ear-chewing in business. Above the belt any man can be just as

gged and just as individual as he pleases.”^ For all of his ardor,

>hnson won the immediate consent of only one of the big ten in-

istries. At the dramatic cotton-code hearing, the room burst into

Leers when textile magnates announced their intention to abolish

lild labor in the mills. In addition, the cotton textile code stipulated

aximum hours, minimum wages, and collective bargaining. But to

compense the textile industrialists for increased labor costs, the NRA
^eed to permit them to limit production, a precedent which other

anufacturers quickly demanded for themselves.

By July, factory production had shot up from an index of 56 in

[arch to 101, industrial stocks from 63 to 109. On July 19, the market

•oke. The boom, which had encouraged the belief that the country

as on its way to recovery, had turned out to be largely an attempt

beat the gun before code wage provisions and other New Deal

^vices could take effect. Alarmed by the threat to the recovery drive,

id vexed at the procrastination of the remaining big nine industries,

)hnson sought a way to place a floor under wages until codification

as completed. He proposed a national campaign, similar to the war-

ne Liberty Loan drives, to get individual employers to pledge to

e President that they would accept a blanket agreement to uphold

RA standards on wages and hours.

Having roundly denounced Hoover for his faith in exhortation, the

ew Dealers launched an unabashed revivalism that exceeded any-

ing Hoover had done. To dramatize the campaign, Johnson sketched

e symbol of a Blue Eagle with the legend “We Do Our Part.” Over-

6 Hugh Johnson, The Blue Eagle from Egg to Earth (Garden City, N.Y.,

35), p. 208.

Ukid., p. 282.



66 FRANBXIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

night, the NRA eagle appeared everywhere—on newspaper mast-

heads, on store windows, even on girls in the chorus. At a Blue Eagle

parade in New York—^the greatest in the city’s history—a quarter of

a million people marched down Fifth Avenue. They paraded all day,

and when evening came, they kept coming, thousands more under the

amber lights, tramping to the step of “Happy Days Are Here Again.”

In the end, more than two million employers signed the pledge.

“There is a unity in this country,” observed Franklin Roosevelt,

“which I have not seen and you have not seen since April,

1917. . .

As the country rocked with the tumult of the Blue Eagle campaign,

Johnson mounted a fresh offensive to win acceptance of the codes.

By early August, he had half the big ten industries, as shipbuilding,

woolens, electricals, and the garment industry signed up. Johnson

strong-armed the oil industry into a code; got steel to consent to 7(a),

only after making a raft of concessions on price policy; and blustered

and wheedled lumber into an agreement. He sped from town to town

in an Army plane, issuing marching orders and reporting on action

at the front. One day, Johnson tore into the White House, handed the

President three codes to approve, and, as Roosevelt was signing the

last one, raced to catch his Army plane for points unknown. “He
hasn’t been seen since,” the President remarked.^ On August 27, the

automobile manufacturers, all save Henry Ford, came to terms. Ford

charged that the NRA was a plot of his competitors, linked with the

“bankers’ international.”^® When the soft-coal operators fell in line

on September 18, Johnson had won the last of the big ten industries

to the NRA in a period of only three months.^^

Johnson endeavored to enforce the codes not by direct coercion but

by appealing to the patriotism of businessmen, and by relying on the

pressure of social disapproval of men who broke agreements. What
would happen to a man who violated a code? Johnson elucidated:

s Samuel Rosenman (ed.), The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D,
Roosevelt (13 vols., New York, 1938-50), II, 345.

^ James Bums, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox (New York, 1956), p. 192.
^®Ford is reported to have said: “Hell, that Roosevelt buzzard! I wouldn’t

put it on the car.” Sidney Fine, “The Ford Motor Company and the N.R.A.,”
Business History Review, XXXII (1958), 362.

Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming of the New Deal (Boston, 1959), pp.
116-118; Harold Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold Iekes (3 vols.. New York,
1954), I, 72; Thomas Stokes, Chip Off My Shoulder (Princeton, 1940), p. 371.
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,s happened to Danny Deever^ NRA will have to remove from him

badge of public faith and business honor and ‘takin of his buttons

an’ cut his stripes away’ break the bright sword of his commercial

nor in the eyes of his neighbors—and throw the fragments—in scorn

n the dust at his feet. ... It will never happen. The threat of it

nscends any puny penal provision in this law.” Johnson alternately

oled and blustered. He recited Tennyson’s “Maud” to the N.A.M.

1 treated opponents to choice barracks invective. Arthur Krock

sr reflected: “Hugh Johnson was like McClellan to me. He or-

lized the N.R.A. just as McClellan organized the army of the Po-

nac, but, once they had done that, both of them should have re-

By the beginning of 1934, the NRA had acquired a formidable ag-

^gation of critics. Housewives complained about high prices, busi-

;smen about government edicts, and workers about the inadequacy

7(a). Old-school Democrats like Carter Glass deplored “the utterly

igerous effort of the federal government at Washington to trans-

it Hitlerism to every corner of this nation.”^^ Much of the criticism

itered on the charge that the NRA promoted monopoly. Progressive

publicans like William Borah and Gerald Nye denounced the NRA
an oppressor of small business, while New Dealers like Leon Hen-

:son feared that the codes retarded recovery by permitting price rises

1 cutbacks in production. On March 7, 1934, Roosevelt created a

tional Recovery Review Board to study monopolistic tendencies in

5 codes. Johnson, in what he later said was “a moment of total

srration,” agreed to have the noted attorney and iconoclast Clarence

rrow head the investigation.^^

\fter a brief study, the Darrow committee found that giant cor-

rations dominated the NRA code authorities and squeezed small

siness, labor, and the public. Johnson was furious. “Bloody old Jef-

ss [sic] at the Assizes never conducted any hearing to equal those for

/alier disposal of cases,” he stormed. In fact, the Darrow probe was

ijudiced and its findings were inconsistent. A preliminary report

jed a return to free competition, but then described competition

2 Johnson, Blue Eagle, p. 265; Time, XXIII (January 1, 1934), 9; Arthur

3clc, COHC.
3 Glass to Walter Lippmann, August 10, 1933, Glass MSS., Box 4.

^Johnson, Blue Eagle, p. 272; Johnson to F.D.R., December 12, 1933,

RL OF 466; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 128-134.
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as savage and wolfish. Darrow himself joined with William O.

Thompson, a former member of Altgeld, Darrow and Thompson, in a

supplementary report which advocated socialized ownership,^®

Roosevelt, irritated by the bias of the Darrow report, nonetheless

had to concede that much was wrong with the operation of NRA.
Disturbed by a Brookings study on NRA price policy, and prodded

by such Recovery Administration officials as Henderson, he curbed

government acquiescence in price fixing.^® Roosevelt also recognized

that the NRA had bitten off too much in attempting to supervise even

businesses of little consequence. Code 450 regulated the Dog Food

Industry, Code 427 the Curled Hair Manufacturing Industry and

Horse Hair Dressing Industry, and Code 262 the Shoulder Pad Manu-

facturing Industry. In New York, I. ‘Tzzy” Herk, executive secretary

of Code 348, brought order to the Burlesque Theatrical Industry by

insisting that no production could feature more than four strips. Be-

ginning in May, 1934, Roosevelt exempted employers in peripheral

areas.

By the summer of 1934, Hugh Johnson had become an unsupport-

able burden, and the President began to ease him out. The General

drank too much, lost his temper, made rash decisions, and even rasher

statements.^® In September, Roosevelt secured his resignation. As

Johnson’s influence waned, Donald Richbeig, whom Roosevelt had

named director of several co-ordinating agencies in June, took his

place. Even more resolutely opposed to direct government coercion

than Johnson had been, Richberg, whom newsmen called “Assistant

President,” urged “co-operation” with business in enforcing the NRA.
Increasingly, it became clear that by “co-operation” Richberg meant

Johnson, Blue Eagle, p. 272. There were three reports in all, together with

supplementary reports and responses from the National Recovery Administration.

National Recovery Review Board, Reports of May 4, June 14, 28, 1934, mimeo-
graphed.

George Terborgh, Price Control Devices in NRA Codes (Washington,

1934) ; Blackwell Smith to General Johnson, June 2, 1934, Leon Henderson
MSS., Box 10. Ironically, it was New Deal bureaucrats who sought to restore

the free market, while businessmen insisted on retaining regimented price and
production controls.

“The Business of Burlesque, A.D. 1935,” Fortune XI (February, 1935),

140; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 135, 159-162.
IS “Insanity in public performance, added to insanity in private relations, is

pretty dangerous,” Donald Richberg expostulated. Richberg to Marvin Mc-
Intyre, September 15, 1934, Richberg MSS., Box 1.
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lat the government should refrain from action business did not ap-

rove.^^

By the time Johnson left office, many critics had judged the NRA a

lilure, a verdict that most economists since that time have reaffirmed,

luch of this censure has been too severe. Too great fault has been

)und with the NRA’s price policies; the Recovery Administration

as been blamed unfairly for the acceleration of industry toward con-

mtration; and commentators have exaggerated the degree to which

le NRA hurt small business. The main grievance of small business-

len against the Recovery Administration lay not in the fact that they

ere oppressed by monopoly but that the government would not per-

lit them to continue to exploit labor. Finally, the NRA could boast

)me considerable achievements: it gave jobs to some two million

orkers; it helped stop a renewal of the deflationary spiral that had

[most wrecked the nation; it did something to improve business ethics

id civilize competition; it established a national pattern of maximum
lurs and minimum wages; and it all but wiped out child labor and

le sweatshop,^®

But this was all it did. It prevented things from getting woi^, but

did little to speed recovery, and probably actually hindered it by its

ipport of restrictionism and price raising. The NRA could maintain

sense of national interest against private interests only so long as

Le spirit of national crisis prevailed. As it faded, restriction-minded

isinessmen moved into a decisive position of authority. By delegating

mer over price and production to trade associations, the NRA
•eated a series of private economic governments. The codes, as Walter

ippmann observed, were, in effect, charters like those granted the East

idia Company. The large corporations which dominated the code

ithorities used their powers to stifle competition, cut back production,

id reap profits from price-raising rather than business expansion,

nee Roosevelt, Johnson, and Richberg hesitated to use punitive

Donald Richberg, The Rainbow (Garden City, N. Y., 1936), pp. 115-121;
iristopher Lasch, “Donald Richberg and the Idea of a National Interest”

inpublished M.A. essay, Columbia University, 1955), pp. 64-65; Felix Frank-

rter to Louis Brandeis, April 27, 1935, Brandeis MSS., G9.
29 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 167-176; George Galloway et al.,

dustrial Planning Under Codes (New York, 1935) ;
Arthur R. Bums, Review

Leverett Lyon et al., The National Recovery Administration, Political

ience Quarterly, L (1935), 598-602; “NRA Examined,” American Economic
?view, XXV, Supplement (March, 1935), 4-6-
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powers, and had little intention of undertaking extensive national

planning, the private interests of business corporations overwhelmed

the public interest.^^

Although the trend of NRA policies was mischievous, the weakness

of the early New Deal lay less in the NRA itself than in the absence

of any consistent strategy to boost purchasing power or step up invest-

ment Roosevelt, committed to budget-balancing and skeptical of the

value of federal construction, never saw public works as an important

lever for industrial recovery. Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes,

whom Roosevelt named to head the Public Works Administration,

operated the agency with such extreme caution that it did next to

nothing to stimulate the economy.^^ Ickes had a long memory—one

that embraced the Ballinger-Pinchot affair and Teapot Dome—and

he was determined that neither Interior nor the PWA would repeat

this earlier history. Moreover, Ickes feared, on good grounds, that

local politicians would waste money on useless projects when they

did not pilfer it. Planners like Lewis Mumford warned him that public

works should be undertaken only after careful planning, or the country

would be pockmarked with jerry-built monstrosities. Ickes feared that

either a new scandal or inept construction would set back the cause

of public development a generation.

Energetic, courageous, incorruptible, ‘‘Honest Harold” was the ideal

man to undertake a program of beautifying the nation with well-

conceived buildings. Vain, quarrelsome, suspicious of mankind, a man
who saw little but a void of wickedness beyond the arc of his own

21 Walter Lippmann, The Good Society (Boston, 1937), p. 123; F.D.R. to

Carter Glass, February 21, 1935, FDRL PPF 1435; Memorandum, “Codes in

Crying Need of Change Because of Misuse or Abuse of Code Provisions,*’ James
Hughes to Leon Henderson, March 14, 1935, Henderson MSS., Box 3; Leverett

Lyon et al.^ The National Recovery Administration (Washington, 1935) ;
Lionel

Robbins, The Great Depression (London, 1934), pp. 139, 147; Arthur R.
Bums, “The First Phase of the National Industrial Recovery Act, 1933,”

Political Science Quarterly^ XLIX (1934), 193.
22 The editors of the Economist concluded in 1936 : “Its net result has been

to restore the average expenditure on public construction to about 60 per cent,

of its pre-depression level. In these circumstances, it would be idle to look for

the effects which have been theoretically predicated for a policy of increasing

public works expenditures in times of depression. The plain truth is that in the

United States public works have not been increased; they have merely been
prevented from fading altogether away.” “The New Deal: An Analysis and
Appraisal” (October 3, 1936), p. 5.
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iteousness, Ickes proved an unfortunate choice to head an oper«

>n which required fast, even reckless, spending if it were to succeed,

the real responsibility for failure was less Ickes’ than Roosevelt’s,

not only saw little need for urgency, but repeatedly raided Ickes’

ds for money for other projects; he even appeared to hope that

>very would come swiftly enough so that some of the PWA grant

Id be turned back to the Treasury.^^

Loosevelt made markedly greater progress in adapting the Recon-

Lction Finance Corporation to his recovery drive. Under Hoover,

RFC had been an instrument of the established businessmen, pax-

ilarly of the eastern rentiers.^^ Roosevelt put the agency under a

cas banker, Jesse Jones, who represented the southwestern boomers’

ire for expansion, and who spoke for businessmen less interested

protecting existing holdings than in fresh ventures. Jones converted

RFC into a vastly different organization from what it had been

ier Hoover. Instead of lending money to banks, and thereby in-

ELsing their debt, as had been done in the Hoover regime, Jones

ght to enlarge their capital. By buying bank preferred stock, he

stered the capital structure of . banks, created a base for credit ex-

ision, and made it possible for the deposit insurance system to

.ction. Under Jones, the Corporation became not only the nation’s

^est bank but its biggest single investor. Eventually, Jones ruled an

pire of RFC subsidiaries: federal mortgage agencies; the Com-
dity Credit Corporation; the Electric Home and Farm Authority,

' Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 284-287; Marquis Childs, I Write

n, Washington (New York, 1942), p. 60; John T. Flynn, “Who’s Holding
k Public Works?” New Republic, LXXVI (1933), 145-148; “Other
pie’s Money,” idem. (1933), 99-100; Harold Ickes, “My Twelve Years with
.R.,” Saturday Evening Post, CXX (June 12, 1948), 111-113. Cf. Arthur
er, Public Works in Prosperity and Depression (New York, 1935), pp. 121-

; J. Kerwin Williams, Grants-in~Aid under the Public Works Administration

iw York, 1939).

‘'Chartered by Congress in 1932, the RFC had been authorized to lend

ley to banks, railroads, and other institutions threatened by destruction. In

t because of Hoover’s misgivings about federal intervention, the agency made
ittle use of its powers that it frustrated the intent of Congress. Gerald Nash,

‘rbert Hoover and the Origins of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation,”

sissippi Valley Historical Review, XLVI (1959), 455—468; Eugene Meyer,

HC, pp. 612-613; Jackson Reynolds, COHC, pp. 152-153; J. Franklin

rsole, “One Year of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation,” Quarterly

rnal of Economics, XLVII (1933), 464-492; Business Week (March 23,

2), pp. 6-7.
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which sparked the purchase of electrical appliances; and the Export-

Import Bank, which spurred foreign trade.^®

Although the activities of the industrial recovery agencies—^NRA^

PWA, and RFC—^were critically important, Roosevelt and many of

his advisers believed the New Deal would stand or fall on the success

of its farm program. In his new Secretary of Agriculture, Henry Agard

Wallace, Roosevelt had a man of parts. A famed geneticist, known

particularly for his experiments in breeding hybrid com, a first-rate

farm economist, skilled in mathematics, an editor who had thought

deeply about farm problems, Wallace attracted ardent admirers and

just as passionate detractors. Many were impressed by his knowledge-

ability and won by his shy yet candid manner, his Lincolnian appear-

ance, and his rumpled simplicity. “I think Will Rogers is the type,”

wrote Sherwood Anderson. “There is the same little smile ... an

inner rather than an outward smile . . . perhaps just at bottom sense

of the place in life of the civilized man ... no swank . . . something

that gives us confidence.” Yet others were dismayed by his reserve, by

his flights of mysticism, even of gibberish, and by a faddism that on

one occasion led him to try to live on com meal and milk after learn-

ing that this had been the food of Caesar’s forces in Gaul.^

Wallace’s first task was to carry out a policy which he accepted as

necessary but did not relish: crop destruction. When Roosevelt sent

his farm message to Congress, he warned that he was racing against

the sun. By the time the Senate acted, he had lost the race. Kansas

was green with spring wheat; sows had littered in the com belt; cotton

had long since been planted in Georgia. Even if the country did not

harvest a single boll of cotton in 1933, it had enough on hand from

previous years to sate the world market. Faced with the disastrous

25 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp, 425—433; Jesse Jones, with Edward
Angly, Fifty Billion Dollars (New York, 1951) ; Cyril Upham and Edwin Lamke,
Closed and Distressed Banks (Washington, 1934), pp. 145-207; Bascom Tim-
mons, Jesse H. Jones (New York, 1956), pp. 187, 198-233; “The House of

Jesse,” Fortune, XXI (May, 1940), 45-51, 122-144; Jesse Jones to Harvey
Gibson, October 27, 1933; Jones to N. R. Kobey, October 27, 1933, Jones MSS.,
Box 38.

26 Anderson, “No Swank,” Today, I (November 11, 1933), 23; John Blum,
From the Morgenthau Diaries (Boston, 1959), p. 39; Schlesinger, Coming of

New Deal, pp. 28—34; Louis Bean, COHC, pp. 116-130; Russell Lord, The
Wallaces of Iowa (Boston, 1947), pp. 107-341. Wallace, the son of Harding’s

Secretary of Agriculture, had been reared in a sanctum of the farm cause.
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spect of a new bumper crop, the Agricultural Adjustment Ad-

listration sent county agents through the South to urge planters to

'oot cotton already in the field. That summer mules that had been

ibasted for years if they trod on a row of cotton were taught to

nple down the stalks they had learned to protect. For plowing up

million acres of cotton, farmers collected over $100 million in bene-

Dayments.^^

fo tide the Com Belt over the winter, Wallace reluctantly agreed to

)roposal of farm leaders to forestall a glut in the hog market by

ightering over six million little pigs and more than two hundred

usand sows due to farrow. While one million pounds of salt pork

5 salvaged for relief families, nine-tenths of the yield was inedible,

i most of it had to be thrown away. The country was horrified by

mass matricide and infanticide. When the piglets overran the stock-

ds and scampered squealing through the streets of Chicago and

laha, the nation rallied to the side of the victims of oppression,

king to flee their dreadful fate. Wallace responded sardonically: “I

'pose it is a marvelous tribute to the humanitarian instincts of the

lerican people that they sympathize more with little pigs which are

ed than with full-grown hogs. Some people may object to killing

s at any age. Perhaps, they think that farmers should run a sort

old-folks home for hogs and keep them around indefinitely as bam-
d pets.’’^^

rhe cotton plowup and the slaughter of the little pigs fixed the

ige of the AAA in the minds of millions of Americans, who forever

3r believed that this was the agency’s annual operation. In fact, al-

st all the actual destruction ended in 1933, and thereafter the gov-

ment restricted yields in a more orderly fashion.^^ In October, 1933,

^ Henry I. Richards, Cotton Under the Agricultural Adjustment Act (Wash-
;on, 1934), pp. 46-66; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 59-61; New
mhlic, LXXVI (August 23, 1933), adv.

;
W. L. Clayton to George Peek,

Y 7, 1933, Peek MSS.
3 Henry Wallace, Democracy Rehorn (New York, 1944), p. 104; Theodore
?utos and John Hicks, Agricultural Discontent in the Middle West 1900--

9 (Madison, Wis., 1951), pp. 475-476; D. A. FitzGerald, Corn and Hogs
\er the Agricultural Adjustment Act (Washington, 1934), pp. 17-49.
® Even in 1933, since bad weather was expected to reduce the wheat yield,

N^as not necessary to plow up wheat. Instead, the government undertook a
se-year program in which it offered benefit payments to wheat growers in
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Jesse Jones set up the Commodity Credit Corporation to lend money

to farmers who agreed to take land out of production the following

year. Since the loans were set at a figure higher than the market price,

they served as an ingenious kind of price support. Through such de-

vices as GCG loans and planned cuts in hog breeding, the Administra-

tion mounted a long-range offensive to raise farm income.®^

Yet most of this would benefit the fanner in the future; he wanted

relief now. On July 18, wheat broke sharply, carrying other crops down
with it, and when hot prairie winds scorched Minnesota and the Da-

kotas, farm organizations demanded action. Led by the spellbinder

Milo Reno of the Farmers’ Holiday Association and Minnesota’s

Farmer-Labor Governor Floyd Olson, midwestem farmers insisted on

compulsory production control and price-fixing, with a guaranteed cost

of production. When, in early November, Roosevelt, on Wallace’s in-

sistence, refused to endorse a plan which Wallace warned would mean
licensing every plowed field in the country, the Holiday Association

responded by going ahead with its long-delayed strike. Strikers dumped
kerosene in cream, broke chums, and dynamited dairies and cheese

factories. In Lac qui Parle, Ghippewa, and Yellow Medicine counties

in Minnesota, in the dairy country of Iowa and Wisconsin, milk spilled

over the highways.^^

By late November the farm violence was sputtering to an end, but

the demand for compulsory regulation of agriculture would not be

silenced. Southern planters wanted to ride herd on mavericks who had

cultivated their land so intensively that, even though a quarter of the

cotton crop was plowed under, the 1933 yield was greater than it had

been the previous year. Reports that the Southern Railway was haul-

ing four times as much fertilizer as a year before indicated that farmers

would explode the cotton price structure in 1934 by planting up to the

return for pledges to restrict sowing. Joseph S. Davis, Wheat and the AAA
(Washington, 1935).

30 FitzGerald, Corn and Hogs, pp. 56-85, and Livestock under the AAA
(Washington, 1935); Henry I. Richards, Cotton and the AAA (Washington,

1936), pp. 194-337; Dean Albertson, RooseveWs Farmer (New York, 1961),

pp. 85-93; Murray Benedict and Oscar Stine, The Agricultural Commodity
Programs (New York, 1956).

31 George Mayer, Floyd J5. Olson, pp. 149-157
;
Schlesinger, Coming of New

Deal, pp. 64—67; Saloutos and Hicks, Agricultural Discontent, p. 485; Donald
McCoy, Angry Voices (Lawrence, 1958), pp. 34-35; Lord, Wallaces of Iowa,

pp. 361-366.
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:e rails. Secretary Wallace strongly opposed a bill filed by Senator

a Bankhead of Alabama for compulsory crop reduction with gin-

r quotas; but when he sent out questionnaires to cotton farmers^

bund more than 80 per cent favored the plan, and only 2 per cent

e clearly opposed. The Bankhead Cotton Control Act, which one

Ltor said he voted for with all his fingers and toes crossed, marked

death of voluntarism in the cotton states. That same year, Congress

londed to the entreaties of tobacco growers by passing the coercive

r-Smith Tobacco Control Act. In 1935, it yielded to the demands

‘individualistic” senators like Idaho’s William Borah and the cry

aimers from “conservative” Maine for a compulsory Potato Control
32

^hen Wallace was not fighting off demands for regimented agri-

;ure, he was called on to mediate quarrels within his own ranks.

St of them revolved around the administrator of the AAA, George

k. Like General Johnson a Baruch man who had served with the

r Industries Board and had been an evangelist of McNary-Haugen-

,
Peek had one interest, the American fanner, and cared not a whit

anything else. He argued that there was no farm surplus, only a

)arity in price, and that the country needed more people in agri-

:ure rather than fewer. Peek reasoned : “It is not a healthful thing

n any angle to have people crowded together in industrial centers

ire they may become the victim of every ‘ism’ of any agitator. The
Ithsome atmosphere of the country is far better for all of us.” He
[ a pioneer’s hatred of the “un-American policy” of restricting pro-

:tion. He would let the fanner grow all he wanted, negotiate mar-

ing agreements to push up farm prices, and dump the surplus

rseas.^^

^eek was opposed by a liberal faction in the Department of Agri-

ture headed by the assistant secretary, Rexford Tugwell, and by the

itile general counsel, Jerome Frank, author of the brilliant Law

' Senator John Bankhead to Representative John Kerr, January 22, 1935,

r MSS., Box 6; Representative Ralph Brewster to Lindsay Warren, August

1935, Warren MSS., Box 12; Josiah Bailey to James Pou, March 1, 1934,

ey MSS., Personal File; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 73; Harold
VQ, Tobacco under the AAA (Washington, 1935); Time, XXIII (April 9,

4), 16; XXV (February 18, 1935), 17-18.

* Peek to Charles Brand, March 7, 1933, Peek to Randall Brown, March 4,

3, Peek MSS.; Gilbert Fite, George N. Peek and the Fight for Farm Parity

)rnian, Okla., 1954), pp. 251-252.
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and the Modern Mind. Frank recruited an astonishing array of legal

talent: Adlai Stevenson from Chicago, Thurman Arnold and Abe
Fortas from Yale Law School, Alger Hiss, Lee Pressman, John Abt,

and Nathan Witt from Harvard Law School. The Tugwell-Frank fac-

tion could count on the support of the office of the Consumers’ Coun-

sel, headed by Frederic Howe, a veteran of Tom Johnson days in

Cleveland, and his aide, Gardner “Pat” Jackson, who had battled to

save the lives of Sacco and Vanzetti.

These men wanted to exploit the sense of crisis to push through

long-needed reforms to relieve the poverty of sharecroppers, tenant

farmers, and farm laborers, and to crack down on packers, millers, and

big milk distributors to make sure that increased farm prices came out

of middlemen and not the consumer. “Henry’s father’s gang,” as they

called the old hands in the Department, scorned the Tugwell-Frank

crowd as a strange crew of urban intellectuals whose knowledge of

agriculture, such as it was, came not from tilling the upper forty but

from books. According to one tale, Lee Pressman, at a meeting on the

macaroni code, truculently asked what the code would do for the

macaroni growers.®^

Wallace found it increasingly difficult to reign over a house divided.

He questioned the advisability of subsidizing exports, and resented

Peek’s assumption that he was not Wallace’s subordinate but a rival

potentate. Roosevelt, who oscillated between the two factions, finally

succumbed to Tugwell’s proposal that he get rid of Peek by giving him
some assignment developing foreign markets. “Lordy, Lordy,” the

President retorted, “how Cordell Hull will love that!” On December

1 1, 1933, it was announced that Peek had been eased out of AAA to

become Roosevelt’s special adviser on foreign trade. It was a typically

Rooseveltian solution. He tossed the economic nationalist Peek into a

new combat with Hull, his internationalist Secretary of State. The
liberals had killed off their arch foe, but at the same time many of

the processing industries were taken out of the hands of the Tugwell-

Frank group and turned over to NRA.^®

Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 50-51, 74-75
:
John Hutson, COHG,

pp. 114 fF., 175 ff.,’ Fite, Peek, pp. 258-262; Florence Kiper Frank, Review of

The Coming of the New Deal, Yale Law Journal, LXVIII (1959), 1724.
35 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 58; Peek to Wallace, May 12, Novem-
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Although stormy seas lay ahead, Wallace and Roosevelt now had a

K)d idea of the course they intended to navigate. As Wallace ex-

ained a year later: “Well, you see we don’t like to have a ship that

ts stronger to the left or the right, but one that goes straight ahead.”

oing straight ahead meant subsidizing the farmer, but opposing

ice-fixing; inducing farmers to curtail production, but resisting pro-

>sals to compel them; economic nationalism, but no dumping of

rpluses abroad; bettering the lot of the sharecropper, but clamping

)wn on reformers who would revolutionize class relations. For Wal-

ce especially, going straight ahead meant turning one’s thoughts to

eet the criticism that the New Deal was solving the paradox of want

. the midst of plenty by doing away with the plenty. The Secretary

dieved that as an emergency measure sabotaging production could

5 justified, but he was perpetually astonished that hard work and

roductivity could yield a harvest of disaster, and he sought ways to

odify the AAA’s scarcity economics. “Only the merest quarter-turn

: the heart separates us from a material abundance beyond the

>ndest dream of anyone present,” he told a Des Moines gathering.

(Wallace felt relieved when the drought of 1934 made it possible to

acken crop restriction. Yet even that year, he scheduled the removal

om cultivation of an area larger than the entire state of Illinois.®^

However questionable in its conception, the Roosevelt-Wallace farm

rogram worked out reasonably well. During Roosevelt’s first term,

ross farm income rose 50 per cent, crop prices climbed, and rural

ebts were reduced sharply. Government payments to farmers bene-

ted merchants and mail order houses. Even the stanchly conservative

ewell Avery, head of Montgomery Ward, conceded that AAA had

een the single greatest cause of the improvement in Ward’s position.

)n the other hand, rising prices of farm equipment wiped out some

f these gains, and much of the credit for the rise in crop prices should

robably be attributed not to the Triple A but to the drought. Since

ayments to farmers came from processing taxes passed on to the

onsumer, economists questioned whether they were of much benefit

2r 15, 25, December 2, 1933; Wallace to Peek, May 12, 1933; Peek to F.D.R.,

ecember 15, 1933, Peek MSS.; Fite, Peek, pp. 264—265.
36 Lord, Wallaces of Iowa, pp. 407, 363, 384-385; Henry Wallace, New

rontiers (New York, 1934), pp. 138-139, 200; Wallace, America Must Choose

New York, 1934).



FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL78

to the economy as a whole. In sum, it appears that the AAA was a

qualified success; not until 1941 did farm income exceed the returns

for 1929, an unsatisfactory year for the faimer.^^

Roosevelt ultimately derived a good measure of satisfaction from

the achievements of his farm program, but the Triple A did not do

much to meet the crisis he confronted when he first took office. By

the fall of 1933, Roosevelt was in deep trouble. The New York Times

Weekly Business Index, which had climbed from 60 in March to 99 in

June, had dropped to 72 in October.^ The Farm Belt, disgusted with

the slow start of AAA, threatened rebellion. If the President did not

do something quickly to bail out the debt-ridden West and South by

inflating crop prices, he faced the prospect of a march of irate farmers

on Washington.^®

For some time, the President had been fascinated by the commodity-

dollar theories of Irving Fisher and been attracted to the novel cur-

rency doctrines of the ‘‘Gold Dust Twins,” Professors George Warren

and Frank Pearson. Perhaps their ideas were unsound, but they at

least offered him an opportunity to act, unlike his orthodox advisers

who told him all he could do was vs^it. He did not know anything

about economics, he told a White House conference of fiscal experts,

but he did know something about politics and he must demonstrate

that he was responsive to the cries of the prairie farmers."*®

“The Stores and the Catalogue,” Fortune, XI (January, 1935), 74; Murray
Benedict, Can We Solve the Farm Problem? (New York, 1955), pp. 443—446;'
Edwin G. Nourse, Marketing Agreements under the AAA (Washington, 1935)

;

Edwin Nourse, Joseph Davis, and John Black, Three Years of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration (Washington, 1937), Chs. 10-14; Schlesinger,

Coming of New Deal, pp. 70—71.

“Historians for the period have generally overlooked how close we came
to a second economic collapse in the fall of 1933,” Marriner Eccles observed
subsequently. Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers (New York, 1951), p. 126.

29 John Simpson, president of the National Farmers’ Union, wrote the Presi-

dent: “I know the people are overwhelmingly disappointed and disgusted with
your program.” Unless Roosevelt gave real inflation “within a very short time,”
Simpson insisted, the President’s administration would be “an absolute failure.”

Simpson to F.D.R., September 14, 1933, Simpson MSS., Special Correspond-
ence, 1932-34.

^9 Irving Norton Fisher, My Father Irving Fisher (New York, 1956), pp.
274-283; Joseph Reeve, Monetary Reform Movements (Washington, 1943),
pp. 162-184; Charles Hardy, The Warren-Pearson Price Theory (Washington,
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ber 7, 1933, Brandeis MSS., G9; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 236—238.
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Dn October 19, the President decided to brush aside the objections

Under Secretary of the Treasury Dean Acheson and embrace the

irren-Pearson tactic of gold buying.^^ The economists contended

Lt if the government purchased gold at increasing prices^ not only

uld the country win a greater share of the world’s trade^ but domes-

commodity prices would soar as the gold value of the dollar fell,

valuing the dollar would restore the balance between the prices

consumers’ goods and raw materials. Their larger ambition was to

lieve a commodity dollar—one which would have a constant buying

ver for all commodities—^by keying the dollar to the price index

ough manipulating the gold content.'^^

karting on October 25
,
Warren, Jesse Jones, and Henry Morgen-

,u, Jr., would meet each morning at the White House to set the

ce of gold for the day. While the President ate his soft-boiled eggs,

; others would give him the latest reports on gold and commodity

ce trends. One morning, Roosevelt, after taking a quick glance at

; lugubrious Morgenthau, suggested a rise of 21 cents. “It’s a lucky

nber,” the President said, “because it’s three times seven.” Morgen-

,u set down in his diary: “If anybody ever knew how we really set

;

gold price through a combination of lucky numbers, • etc., I think

y would be frightened.” Only afterward did he realize that Roo-

elt had been teasing him. It did not matter which price they set

long as it w^s a little above the world price and the increment varied

)ugh so that speculators could not guess it and make a killing."^^

VIost of the country was mystified by the intricacies of gold buying,

i they sensed Roosevelt must be on the right track because of the

;mies he was making. Financial journals and eastern sound-money

mocrats belabored the President for manipulating the currency; A1

lith announced: “I am for gold dollars as against baloney dol-

But inflationist agrarians and the business promoters of the

1 Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, pp. 65-68.
2 George Warren and Frank Pearson, Prices (New York, 1933) ;

Henry Stim-

MS. Diary, July 21, October 24, 1933; “Copy of a letter from Prof. Irving

ler to his wife, describing a talk with President Franklin D. Roosevelt at

ie Park, August 9, 1933,” Irving Fisher MSS.
3 Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, pp. 69-70. In the midst of the gold-buying ex-

iment, Roosevelt named Morgenthau Acting Secretary of the Treasury to

ceed Woodin, who was too ill to return.

^ Smith, “Sound Money: An Open Letter to the Chamber of Commerce of

State of New York,” New Outlook, CLXII (December, 1933), 9-11.
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South and West, who wanted a supply of cheap money for new in-

vestment, rallied to Roosevelt. The President himself believed he con-

fronted a conspiracy of bankers who hoped to coerce him into adopting

the finanjcial views of Wall Street. He wrote Colonel House : “The real

truth . . • . is, as you and I know, that a financial element in the larger

centers has owned the Government ever since the days of Andrew

Jackson—and I am not wholly excepting the administration of W.W.
The country is going through a repetition of Jackson’s fight with the

Bank of the United States—only on a far bigger and broader basis.”^®

Roosevelt’s gold-buying venture produced the first serious breach

within the administration. Not only Acheson but two of his ablest

financial advisers, James Warburg and the President’s old Harvard

professor, Qliver M. W. Sprague, opposed the policy. Roosevelt came

to feel that such men were either tools of Wall Street or impractical

academic economists, or both; he thought them callous to the suffering

of debtors and indifferent to the need for compromise with angry

farmers. As a result, he dealt with these men, who in fact sympathized

with much of the New Deal and had legitimate grounds for doubting

the wisdom of gold buying, severely and unfairly. “Sprague is a nui-

sance,” Roosevelt wrote Colonel House on November 21. “He carries

no weight except with the Bank of England crowd and some of our

New York City bankers. . . That same day, Sprague announced

his resignation. James Warburg followed by breaking with Roosevelt.

The President fired Acheson, who he wrongly thought had been dis-

loyal, although Acheson had, in fact, been faithfully carrying out a

program he detested.^®

Gold buying was one of the most ill-considered moves Roosevelt ever

made. Warren’s program failed to work as he had predicted. Whole-

sale commodity prices actually fell slightly during November and De-

cember, and farm prices dropped most of all. The President, perplexed

^^F.D.R. to House, November 21, 1933, House MSS. A week earlier he had
written Robert Bingham : “All goes well here, though some of the inevitable

sniping has commenced, led by what you and I would refer to as the Mellon-
Mills influence. . . .” F.D.R. to Bingham, November 13, 1933, FDRL PPF
716. Cf. Katherine Blackburn, “The Public Reaction to the Gold Buying Policy

as Reflected in the Newspapers,” Louis Howe MSS., Box 64.

F.D,R. to House, November 21, 1933, House MSS.: Schlesinger, Coming
of New Deal, pp. 236-243: Henry Morrow Hyde MS. Diary, Nov. 22, 1933;
“Confidential Memorandum,” May 24, 1933. Emanuel Goldenweiser MSS.,
Box 1; James Warburg, The Money Muddle (New York, 1934), pp. 144-159.
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the way prices were behaving, remarked that “it was funny how
metimes they seemed to go against all the rules.”^^ The most that

uld be credited to gold buying was that it helped arrest a deflation-

y trend. Moreover, Roosevelt kept control of monetary policy in his

m hands instead of yielding either to the inflationists or the goldbugs.

le real damage wrought by gold buying was that for several crucial

jeks the President placed his hopes in a panacea which did not and,

ofessional economists warned him, could not work. Keynes thought

arren’s theories “puerile’’ and hooted that his Prices would not be

lerated in an undergraduate. The gyrations of the dollar, he ob-

rved, “looked to me more like a gold standard on the booze than the

eal managed currency of my dreams.”^® Gold buying cost valuable

ne which might have been better spent in speeding public works,

id it lost to the New Deal men who might well have been held.^^

At the beginning of 1934, Roosevelt decided to halt gold buying,

e wanted to reap the profits from devaluation and to establish an

[ualization fund to diminish the supposed influence of the British on

temational exchange. Roosevelt’s proposal to set an upper limit of

) per cent for the gold value of the dollar ran into opposition from

flationists, who denounced it as a concession to the conservatives, and

om conservatives, who protested that Roosevelt was sanctioning “the

ipping of the national coin in exactly the fashion of the medieval

ngs.” Despite these animadversions, both houses whipped through

e bill in a few days. On the President’s birthday, January 30, he

pied the Gk>ld Reserve Act—“the nicest birthday present I ever

The very next day, the President set the price of gold at $35

1 ounce, which reduced the dollar to 59.06 per cent of its pre-1933

)ld content, and placed the country on what Moigenthau called “the

)34 gold bullion standard . . . streamlined ... air flow . . . and

lee action.” If the Gold Reserve Act, as some economists insisted,

^’’“Conversations,” Nov. 16, 1933, George Leslie Harrison MSS.
Felix Frankfurter to Louis Brandeis, December 9, 1933, Brandeis MSS.
Keynes, “Open Letter to President Roosevelt,” The New York Times,.

scember 31, 1933.

“Confidential Memorandum,” Oct. 23, 1933, Emanuel Goldenweiser MSS.,
)x 1; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 246; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries,

). 74—75. It is arguable, however, that even a misguided venture in managing
oney was an important step toward managing money more sensibly.

50 New Haven Journal-Courier, quoted in Literary Digest, CXVII (January

1934), 5; The New York Times, January 31, 1934.
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made Roosevelt’s monetary policy less flexible, it freed him temporarily

from some of the pressure of the inflationist lobby as well as from the

burden of constant preoccupation with the price of gold, and it en-

hanced Treasury control of credit and currency.®^

While the end of gold buying appeased some conservatives, it only

intensified the demands of the inflationists, and particularly of the

silveiites. Silver was an industry less important than chewing gum,

spaghetti, or the output of “Eskimo Pies,” yet the cohesive bloc of

silver senators from the sparsely settled mountain states who often

held the balance of power in the Senate was able to win concessions

for the industry far beyond its actual significance. Some of the silver

senators, notably their leader, Nevada’s Key Pittman, simply wished to

benefit silver interests
; others, such as Oklahoma’s Elmer Thomas, cared

little about the metal but hoped to use silver to inflate prices.®^ Both

groups were fanatical in their devotion to the silver cause. When
Secretary Morgenthau, baffled by the intransigence of the silverites,

tried to reason with them, Senator Henry Fountain Ashurst of Arizona

replied: “My boy, I was brought up from my mother’s knee on silver

and I can’t discuss that any more with you than you can discuss your

religion with me.”®^

In a sober interlude, Pittman had extracted from the London Eco-

nomic Conference of 1933 an international agreement which com-

mitted the United States to purchase what amounted to almost the

entire annual production of American silver for the next four years.

Pittman persuaded Roosevelt to effect ratification not by Senate action

but by a presidential edict, using his powers under the Thomas amend-

ment. On December 21, 1933, the President announced that for the

next four years the government would buy the annual output of silver

at 64.5 cents an ounce, more than 21 cents above the current market

price. When news of Roosevelt’s proclamation reached the West,

51 Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, pp. 120-124; Arthur Whipple Crawford,
Monetary Management under the New Deal (Washington, 1940), pp. 78—89;
Gustav Cassel, The Downfall of the Gold Standard (Oxford, 1936), pp. 181—
190; Irving Fisher to F.D.R., December 1, 1933, Fisher MSS.

52 “Silver, Just Silver,” Fortune, VIII (July, 1933), 103; Time, XXXV
(March 11, 1940), 12; Fred Israel, “Nevada’s Key Pittman” (unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1959), pp. 164—178; Earl Wixcey to

Elbert Thomas, November 15, 1935, Elbert Thomas MSS., Box 23.

53 Allan Everest, Morgenthau the New Deal and Silver (New York, 1950),
p. 39.
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srs shot off revolvers in the streets of Leadville and danced with

atop the bars of Tonopah.^^

ven this did not satisfy the silverites. In January, 1934, Senator

ieler filed a bill to compel the purchase of another billion ounces

liver, and to issue currency against it. When twenty-eight Demo-

5 broke ranks, the Senate came within two votes of adopting the

jeler proposal. On March 19, on the seventy-fourth anniversary

le birth of William Jennings Bryan, the House passed an ingenious

framed by Representative Martin Dies of Texas which provided

he sale of farm surpluses abroad in return for silver at a rate above

world price; it united inflationists, agrarians, and silverites. On
l1 10, a Senate committee reported out the Dies bill with still more

ities for the silver states.®®

oosevelt fought a fierce rear-guard action. He called the silver-

to the White House and lectured them. “In the case of silver you

t know one damn thing—Key to the contrary, notwithstanding,”

President said testily. After more than an hour of argument, one

tor reported wearily: “We discussed silver from the time of the

[ng of the first nugget.” When Roosevelt made no headway, he

aitted Secretary Morgenthau to publish a list of silver speculators,

this had no effect either. The silver bloc had the votes, and the

ident was forced to compromise.®® The Silver Purchase Act of

5, 1934, directed the Secretary of the Treasury to buy silver until

iached one-fourth of the country’s monetary reserve or until the

Id price of silver climbed to $1.29 an ounce. To cover the cost,

Treasury would issue silver certificates. The act gave the Sec-

ry wide discretion as to how to bring this about. In the next

en years, the silver industry, employing fewer than five thousand

ons, would wring from the government almost a billion and a half

ars—^much more than the government would pay to support farm

es in that same period. These purchases, which jeopardized the

Fred Israel, “The Fulfillment of Bryan’s Dream: Key Pittman and Silver

ics, 1918—1933,” Pacific Historical Review, XXX (1961), 380; Everest,

genthau,,pp. 26-32; Time, XXIII (January 1, 1934), 5-6.
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currencies of China, Mexico, and Peru, failed either to remonetize sil-

ver or promote inflation.®^

By 1934, the pattern of the early New Deal was beginning to emerge.

Its distinguishing characteristic was the attempt to redress the im-

balances of the old order by creating a new equilibrium in which a

variety of groups and classes would be represented. The New Dealers

sought to effect a truce similar to that of wartime, when class and

sectional animosities abated and the claims of partisan or private eco-

nomic interest were sacrificed to the demands of national unity. Roo-

sevelt presented himself not as the paladin of liberalism but as father

to all the people, not as the representative of a single class but as the

conductor of a concert of interests. A man above the political battle,

the President aimed to serve as the unifier of interests and the har-

monizer of divergent ideologies. In March, 1934, he declined to take

part in Jefferson Day celebrations, and even suggested it would be a

“fine thing” if nonpartisan Jefferson dinners were held with as many
Republicans as Democrats on the banquet committee. “Much as we
love Thomas Jefferson we should not celebrate him in a partisan way,”

the President wrote.®^

Roosevelt incorporated a wide spectrum of views in the government

and tolerated deep divisions within his administration over which

policies he should sponsor. At the head of one faction, Rexford Tug-

well, the debonair Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, advocated ex-

tensive government planning, heavy spending for relief and public

works, and curbs on profiteers. He rued the failure to take advantage

of the banking crisis to set up a national bank and take over “large

blocks of paralyzed industries.”®^ Tugwell spoke for the ardent New
Deal reformers and for congressional progressives like Bob La Follette.

At the head of the opposing faction. Budget Director Lewis Douglas,

Roosevelt’s “Minister of Deflation,” opposed government spending, ab-

horred currency tinkering, and believed that prosperity would come by

balancing the budget and leaving capital investment to private in-

57 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deed, p. 252; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, pp.
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Economy, XLVI (1938), 609-652, 802-837; Ray Westerfield, Our Silver

Debacle (New York, 1936), pp. 94-207.
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try. “The condition precedent to the establishment of a commu-
ic or fascistic order of society/’ Douglas warned the President, “is

destruction of the middle class by paper inflation or unbearable

ition.” Around Douglas gathered the “Treasury crowd,” business-

nted New Dealers such as Raymond Moley and Donald Richberg,

the conservative southern Democrats, many of whom felt a halt

ild be called to further reforms.®^

.oosevelt spumed the opportunity to be broken on the rocks of fac-

al warfare. At heart a man of orthodox fiscal ideas who dreaded

alanced budgets, he wanted Douglas around to check the spenders,

iglas, the President confided, was “in many ways the greatest ‘find’

he administration.” At the same time, he recognized that relief ap-

3riations would be necessary during the emergency, and, while he

ded reassuringly to Douglas, he went ahead with plans which upset

budget. Although he shunned massive deficit spending, the Presi-

t refused to restrict expenditures to estimated receipts. He favored

liddle course of providing for the needy, even at the cost of an

alanced budget, convinced that in the near future the economy,

;ly in response to different New Deal enterprises, would take an up-

d turn and the budget could be balanced out of tomorrow’s sur-

es.®^

he Roosevelt administration spun an intricate web of procedures

ermit the will of different interest groups to be expressed. Millions

aimers voted in AAA crop referendums, including thousands of

hem Negroes who had never before cast a ballot, and the Triple A
linistered the farm law through production-control associations

ined by more than 100,000 committeemen.®^ The Taylor Grazing

of 1934, which provided for the segregation of up to eighty million

;s of public grasslands, stipulated that the Secretary of the Interior

perate with local associations of stockmen in administering the

Douglas to F.D.R., December 30, 1933, FDRL PSF 28; Arthur Schlesinger,

The Politics of Upheaval (Boston, 1960), p. 212.

F.D.R. to Edward House, April 5, 1933, House MSS.; Blum, Morgenthau
ies, pp. 248-249.

Robert Martin, “The Referendum Process in the Agricultural Adjustment
rams of the United States,” Agricultural History^ XXV (1951), 34-47;

h Bunche, “The Negro in the Political Life of the United States,” Journal

egro Education, X (1941), 577. For another phase of agrarian democracy,

C. M. Case. “Farm Debt Adjustment During the Early 1930’s,’* Agri-

iral History, XXXIV (1960, 173-181.
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grazing districts. At a powwow in the Black Hills, Commissioner John

Collier, speaking through his Sioux interpreter. Young Red Toma-

hawk, explained the New Deal for the Indians to Blackfeet from Mon-
tana, Winnebagoes from Iowa, and Arapahoes from Wyoming. In the

Tennessee Valley, the TVA raised the principle of local participation

to a fine art. By the end of the thirties, the New Deal had extended

the idea of popular involvement to a host of different agencies. Mil-

lions of workmen cast ballots in Labor Board collective bargaining

elections; district boards of operators and miners set quotas for bi-

tuminous coal; local advisory committees were consulted in the na-

tional youth and arts projects; and farmers balloted to create soil

conservation districts. As the Mescalero Apaches prepared to vote

under the authority of the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934, their

tribal leaders presented plays to illustrate each section of the proposed

constitution.®*

TVA Director David Lilienthal hailed these procedures as “grass-

roots democracy,” Congressman Taylor spoke of “home rule on the

range,” and Henry Wallace wrote of “a hierarchy of New England

town meetings.”®^ Lilienthal claimed that they resolved the dilemma

of how to achieve effective government without creating a leviathan

state that would destroy democracy, for they combined national power

with local “grassroots” administration. While such sentiments were

sincerely expressed, they obscured the fact that “grassroots democracy”

frequently meant a surrender of the national interest to local power

groups. The AAA, by vesting authority in county production associ-

ations, turned the power of decision over to the Farm Bureau Feder-

ation, the Extension Service, and the land-grant colleges—in short,

the larger landholders.®* Conservationists objected that the Taylor

Literary Digest, GXVII (April 7, 1934), 21; Elizabeth Green, “Indian
Minorities under the American New Deal,” Pacific Affairs, VIII (1935), 420-
427; Oliver La Farge, As Long as the Grass Shall Grow (New York, 1940),

p. 96.

Lilienthal, TVA: Democracy on the March (New York, 1944) ; Congres-
sional Record, 76th Cong., 3d Sess., p. A4199; Henry Wallace, New Frontiers

(New York, 1934), p. 200.

Grant McConnell, The Decline of Agrarian Democracy (Berkeley and Los
Angeles, 1953), pp. 72-83; James West, Plainville, U.S.A. (New York, 1961),
p. 217. In Texas, county agents were instructed that the county AAA com-
mittees were to be composed of a banker, a businessman, and a farmer. Henry
I. Richards, Cotton under the Agricultural Adjustment Act (Washington,

1934), pp. 18-19.
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Act gave stockmen an opportunity to exploit the domain for their ad-

vantage. ''If they really believe the Taylor Gracing Act is a blow at

‘special privilege,’ ” one editor observ^ed, "then Heaven help democ-

racy.”^^*’ Liiientliars mystical prose about “democracy on the march”

glossed over the political bargain he had struck with TVA Director

Harcourt Morgan. He had neutralized opposition to public power at

the high cost of acquit^scence to Morgan’s administration of the TVA’s
fann program in tlie interests of tlie morr^ prosperous wliitc' planters.®^

Fifteen years latcT !^(‘xfoixl Tugwell penned the biting veidict: “TVA
is more an example of democracy in rctmat than demcK.racy on the

march.

Intt‘rest-group (Umiocracy had the tactical advantage of weakening

opposition by incorporating potential o|)ponents within the admiritistra-

tion, but it also s(T*ved to make tlie Roosevelt adnunistration the pris-

oner of its own intemst gmups.*’“ The Pn^ident often shitxl away from

decision.s that might antagonize one or anotlua* of the elements in the

coalition. Oovenntient saru'tion grt^atly enhancexl the poveer of such

gixnqjs as tlu^ Fann Bunxm Federation and the tnule asscKaations, Take

the mercantilists, New De^alers pix>tected v(\st<Hl inti'rests with the

authority of th(* stat<\ “What Golhert did uruh^r Louis XIV,” wrote

Walter lappmann, “was pmciscdy what General Johnson and Secretary

Wallace <Iid und<‘r Pm.sidfmt RcK>s(welt.” Ry 1942, the farm bloc

would he ;ihle to impost^ a demand for tlO per amt of parity; it had

develop<xl, obseived A, Whitney Griswold, “frotti a ward of charity

Magazine, XXXI (1938), 46; Roy Robbins, Our Landed Hfritag$
(Princeton, 1942), pp, 421 422; Wesley Clalef, Privatit Grazing and Publk
l.nnds (CUuca«<o, PN»0), pp. 52 77. Cf. Phillip O, Fosn, Paliiics and Grass
(Seattle, 1960), p. 69. While ^oine comervationiats thought of the laylor Act
m .a way tti ^ave the cattle laruh frotti overgrazing, many stockmen viewed the

measure as a way to stabilize their inchistry by curbing overproduction, a view
of ‘‘conservatifin*’ similar to that held hv the oilmen.

Philip Sel/nick, TVA and th^ Grau Roots (Berkeley and I#os Angeles,
1953), Cli. Ntjrman Wengert, Vail^y of Tomorrow (Knoxville, 1952). The IVA
even opposed <»r ign«*rrd the programs of New Deal famr agencies-’notably the
Fann Security Adtuinistratitm and the Soil Conservation Service—that had no
such comnufmenti,

R. il, Tugwell and E. C. Banfield, ‘‘Grass Roots Democracy Myth or
Reality?” Puhlir AdminUtratum fGvkw, X (1950), 47- 55.

Murray Edelmari, “New Deal Sensitivity to Labor Interests,“ in Milton
Derber and Edwin Young (eds.), Tabor and tha Wem Dml (Madison, Wii.,

1957), p. ISO; Jonathan Mitchell, “Mr, Rrmsevrlt on Stilts/’ N0W R^tpublic,

LXXVII (1931), 69.



88 FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

into a political force capable of pursuing its own interests even to the

point of defying the head of the nation in wartime.’’ As early as 1934,

the Harvard political scientist E. Pendleton Herring inquired: ‘‘Can

the presidential system continue as a game of touch and go between

the Chief Executive and congressional blocs played by procedural

dodges and with bread and circuses for forfeit?”'^^

Roosevelt’s predilection for balanced government often meant that

the privileges granted by the New Deal were in precise proportion to

the strength of the pressure groups which demanded them. “Because

NRA policy formulation involved the pitting of private economic

groups against each other, the outcome could never be too different

from the parties’ estimate of their chances of winning in a direct con-

flict in the economic arena,” one scholar has observed. “Unions won
important gains in NRA codes only where they were economically

strong.” Conversely, causes which were not sustained by powerful

interest groups frequently made little headway. Those which relied on

a mythical “consumer interest” fared poorly, as the history of the NRA
Consumers’ Advisory Board and the sad saga of Tugwell’s futile at-

tempt to get an effective pure food and drugs bill amply demon-

strated.^^

If the state was to be no more than ‘‘a parallelogram of pressures,”

any attempt at reform which required a direct challenge to vested in-

terests was doomed. Joseph Eastman had little success in co-ordinating

the railroads because the railroads would not let him. When carriers

and unions withdrew their support, the program died. Advocates of

slum clearance made only superficial progress because the administra-

tion would not tackle those elements—^the real estate bloc, insurance

companies, and building trades unions—^which blocked large-scale

public housing. NRA policy, noted Arthur R. Bums, “was directed to

^oLippmann, Good Society, p. 10; Griswold, Farming and Democracy (New
York, 1948), pp. 156-157; E. Pendleton Herring, “Second Session of the
Seventy-third Congress, January 3, 1934, to June 18, 1934,” American Political

Science Review, XXVIII (1934), 866.

^^Edelman, “New Deal Sensitivity,*’ p. 167. See Fred Greenbaum, “A ‘New
Deal* for the United Mine Workers of America,” Social Science, XXXIII
(1958), 154-155; Sidney Fine, “The N.I.R.A. and the Automobile Industry,”
Michigan Alumnus Quarterly Review, LXVI (1960), 249—259.

72 Persia Campbell, Consumer Representation in the New Deal (New York,
1940). When the pure food and drugs bill, first introduced in 1933, was finally

passed as the Wheeler-Lea Act of 1938, it was a toothless crone.
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considerations no more far reacfnng than an estimate of what repre-

sentatives of industry would accept without protest. Essential reform

must necessarily involve from time to time the imposition of policies

distasteful to the class that is most higlily organized and articulate.’’^®

An early commentator on the New Deal advanced a view which later

historians have adopt<Hl: ‘‘RcKWvelt is essentially a broker, lie has

neither the will nor the power to move against the political currents

of die day. He dm^s not and cannot invent his j)olicit\s.”^^

Critics have Ikhti <|uicker to see the limitations than the benefits

of ^hroker state” government. It marked an important advance from

the '‘single interest” atiministrations of th(' I92(ys. It gave to such in-

tert'sts as the farm groups a voict^ in government that had been largely

denied diem in thc^ tw<'nti<\s. If industrial unionists wvtv. disadvantaged

in the e:irly Ntnv Dtsil years, tluw also had n<*w forums for express-

ing dieir grievaiu‘<‘s and eham|)ionH lik<^ Senator Wagner who argued

that imerest-grou[) govc*rnment implied [mhlie tuieouragc'nuuit of un-

ionization. ”In ordtu‘ that tht* strong may not take advantage of tlie

weak,” Wagnt'r reas<nuHi, *Vv<*iy grou|) must he e(|ually strong.”’'®

Moreover, the New Dtnil was ru*ver simply a bn>ker stat(\ runxl

to create overniglit a new <*ivii st'rvuce brought to power men who had

not hetm n>utini/ed bv years in a btnvaucraey ami who were not easily

dist'iplinetl ; instead <»f viewing themselves simply as agents of the

Preskient, they often |msli(‘d pn^grams of thrur own which the Presi-

dent was ctanpellrd to at'cept. Finally, Rmmwelt hinm*lf insisted that

there was a puhli(' interest paramount to that <if any private grouji. He
scolded hankers in **'rhe old fallacious notion of the flankers

on one side and ihv ( Jovernment on the other side as fieing mon^ or less

e<(ual and independf'ut units, has pass<*d away, fkwernment by the

necessity of things must be tht* leader, must be the judge of the* con-

flicting inteuests of all grt»ups in the community, including bankers,”’'®

Max t^ernrr, idmi% fi»r ih 0 Ag0 (New Y(»rk, p, *t79; Karl La-
tham, *rh 0 Po/iOn #>/ fitiilriHit! (UmrdtmtHtm, /9.V.7 /frtfi (Clambridgr, 1999);
Arthur R. Iltum, t>0ihn0 af (Nrw York, HCUi), p. 519.

Oli^rrvrr fjohn Franklin Chirmr),” I'hfi (Nrw
York. i!l!l4l, p ;’5, Thr *'hrokrr ronrrption <if thr Nrw Dral is most
hiridiy drvrloprtl tii John tthambrrlairi, Th^ Arn^rirnn Ao/Ari (Fhiladrlphia,

1940), and flurm, pp. tin ;gi2.

Irving Ilrriiiirifi, l‘h 0 N^w Dml LW/rrUnr ilar^mnini* Policy (Brrktdry

and Liis Aiiifrin, p. loi,

Puhiit: Fii/irri, HI, 41h, 'fygwrll rrralli that RtHisr^rlt, inriTiirel by the
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Roosevelt’s ire at the bankers sounded the fundamental note of dis-

cord in the early New Deal. The President’s desire to run a pluralistic

government in which he would serve chiefly as a mediator of interests

clashed with the fact that he was the agent, both willingly and un-

willingly, of forces of reform that business found unacceptable. As

eager to hold the allegiance of businessmen as of any other group,

Roosevelt was also determined to regulate the practices of high finance,

and it was inevitable that this would cost him business support. No

single act did more to mobilize the business community against Roose-

velt than his message of February 9, 1934, asking Congress for legis-

lation to regulate the Stock Exchange. Financiers protested that the

Fletcher-Raybum bill, introduced the same day, would turn Wall

Street into a “deserted village.”^’' “You gentlemen are making a great

mistake,” scolded Richard Whitney, the supercilious president of the

New York Stock Exchange. “The Exchange is a perfect institution.’”'®

Roosevelt, who never endorsed the stringent Fletcher-Raybum draft,

was willing to compromise, especially if this would detach such moder-

ates as James Forrestal of Dillon, Read from the Whitney faction. But

after the bill had been overhauled to ease the more rigid features of

the original draft, the President would give no more ground. The bill

^ed through both houses in May, and on June 6, 1934, the President

signed the Securities Exchange Act. The act, which created a new

^ency, the Securities and Exchange Commission, to administer the

law and the Securities Act of 1933 as well, aimed to prevent manipu-

lation of the securities market by insiders by placing trading practices

under federal regulation. It sought to end misrepresentation by re-

quiring registration and full disclosure of information on all securities

traded on the exchanges, although, as Professor Galbraith later ob-

draft he had read of the speech of introduction at the bankers’ convention, ex-

ploded: “Imagine referring to a representative of the American Bankers As-
sociation and the President of the United States as equals! And imagine what
national policy would be like if, instead of requiring such groups to conform to

the public interest, they were free to bargain about what they would or would
not consent to accept. Outrageous!” Tugwell, Roosevelt, p. 381.

-^7 Literary Digest, CXVII (April 7, 1934), 7. Gf. Russell LefiBngwell to

F.D.R., January 4, March 3, May 15, 1934, FDRL PPF 866; New York Journal
of Commerce, March 9, 1934.

’’8 Joseph Alsop and Robert Kintner, “The Battle of the Market Place,”
Saturday Evening Post, OCX (June 11, 1938), 9. Gf. Richard Whitney to
Garter Glass, October 19, 1933, Glass MSS.
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ved, “no way was found of making would-be investors read what

s disclosed.” By regulating margin requirements, it hoped to re-

:e irresponsible speculation. After months of revelations by the

:ora committee, the demand for regulation of Wall Street had been

t, and the men who had been cleaned out in 1929 felt avenged."^^

By the summer of 1934, Roosevelt’s coalition of all interests was

making up. Businessmen came more and more to feel that the New
al would mean extensive regulation of business. The stock exchange

/ would have been bad enough, but that was not all. Congress in

14 passed the Communications Act, which created a Federal Com-
inications Commission to regulate the radio, telegraph, and cable

sinesses; the Railroad Retirement Act, which set up pensions for

Iway workers; and the Air Mail Act, which stipulated rigid controls

awarding federal contracts. Even more disturbing was the mounting

icit. Not only did Congress restore the cuts made in the Economy

t, but Roosevelt himself sponsored multibillion-dollar expenditures

‘ relief and public works. On August 30, 1934, deeply troubled by

osevelt’s fiscal policies, Lewis Douglas resigned. Some weeks later,

wrote the President: “I hope, and hope most fervently, that you.

11 evidence a real determination to bring the budget into actual

lance, for upon this, I think, hangs not only your place in history

t conceivably the immediate fate of western civilization.” With

>uglas gone, Henry Morgenthau, Jr., became the Roland of the

lanced budget; but Morgenthau, unlike Douglas, opposed regressive

c policies and would tolerate deficits if this was the price of adequate

ief.s"

In August, 1934, the same month Douglas resigned, the District of

)lumbia granted a charter to a new organization of disaffected busi-

ssmen, the American Liberty League. Five months earlier, R. R. M.
irpenter, a retired Du Pont official, had written John J. Raskob, a

^h Du Pont officer and former chairman of the Democratic party:

'ive Negroes on my place in South Carolina refused work this Spring

John Kenneth Galbraith, The Great Crash (Boston, 1955), p. 171; Schles-

rer. Coming of New Deal, pp. 465-470; “SEC,” Fortune, XXI (June, 1940),

>-121; Alfred Bemheim and Margaret Grant Schneider (eds.), The Security

irkets (New York, 1935).
^0 Douglas to F.D.R., November 28, 1934, FDRL PPF 1914; Lewis Douglas,

e Liberal Tradition (New York, 1935) ; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, pp. 230,

5, 388-389. In January, 1935, Morgenthau, who had been Acting Secretary,

s appointed Secretary of the Treasury when Woodin resigned.
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. . . saying they had easy jobs with the government. ... A cook on

my houseboat at Fort Myers quit because the government was paying

him a dollar an hour as a painter. . . Touched by Carpenter’s

plight, Raskob uiged him and his friend Irenee du Pont to form an

organization to educate the nation “to the value of encouraging people

to work; encouraging people to get rich.”®^

While its founders insisted that the Liberty League welcomed all

classes of people, northern industrialists, notably executives of Du Pont

and General Motors, dominated the organization. Although its presi-

dent, Jouett Shouse, insisted it was not anti-Roosevelt, it served as a

vehicle for anti-New Dealers of both parties. Four of its six officers

were Democrats: A1 Smith, Irenee du Pont, Shouse, and Raskob. Yet

they were conspicuously conservative Democrats who had not been

able to reconcile themselves to Roosevelt’s nomination in 1932 and the

displacement of the Raskob group from control of the party. Raskob

himself wrote Jouett Shouse a few days after the 1932 convention:

“When one thinks of the Democratic Party being headed by such

radicals as Roosevelt, Huey Long, Hearst, McAdoo, and Senators

Wheeler and Dill, as s^ainst the fine, conservative talent in the Party

as represented by such men as you, Governor Byrd, Governor Smith,

Carter Glass, John W. Davis, Governor Cox, Pierre S. Du Pont, Gov-

ernor Ely and others too numerous to mention, it takes all one’s cour-

age and faith not to lose hope completely.”®^ They still considered

themselves Democrats, but their main link to Roosevelt had been

severed when the Twenty-first Amendment had been ratified. As in

the fight against prohibition, the campaign against the encroachments

of the welfare state appeared to involve an issue of personal liberty,

and the League embraced many of the old repeal leaders. The Presi-

dent scoffed at the claims of the new oiganization. The League re-

minded him, he told newsmen, of an organization formed to uphold

two of the Ten Commandments.®^

^^The New York Times, December 21, 1934; Frederick Rudolph, “The
American Liberty League, 1934^-1940,” American Historical Review, LVI
(1950), 19-33.

82 Raskob to Shouse, July 7, 1932, Shouse MSS.
^^The New York Times, August 25, 1934; Memorandum, “Relating to the

Substance of Conversation Had with j^esident Roosevelt at the White House,
Wednesday Afternoon, Augpust 15, 1934,” Shouse MSS.; George Wolfskill, The
Revolt of the Conservatives (Boston, 1962). Herbert Hoover scornfully rejected

Raskob’s bid to join. He did not like the “Wall Street model of human liberty”
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oosevelt continued to woo businessmen, but he would not jettison

program to hold their favor. “With the passage of the Stock Ex-

ige bill, the New Deal is practically complete,” wrote Raymond
ey in May, 1934. “There is nothing that the President or any re-

isible member of the Administration has said to indicate that any

:)rtant further development of governmental authority is contem-

sd.” The President had other ideas. “During June and the summer
e will be many new manifestations of the New Deal, even though

orthodox protest and the heathen roar!” Roosevelt wrote Colonel

.se that same month. “Do you not think I am right? We must keep

sheer momentum from slacking up too much and I have no in-

ion of relinquishing the offensive in favor of defensive tactics.”^^

fune, Roosevelt announced he would recommend to Congress in

) an ambitious program of social insurance, housing, and the de-

pment of natural resources.

oosevelt’s determination to go ahead with reforms was, in part, a

mse to the state of the economy. By the spring of 1934, the country

pulled out of the near-crisis recession of the autumn of 1933.

New York Times Weekly Business Index climbed from 72 in

>ber, 1933, to 86 in May, 1934. Detroit had twice as many men at

c as a year before. After farmers cashed their AAA checks, Des

nes department stores were jammed like the week before Christ-

Bridge players in Kenosha raised the rate from a tenth of a cent

n eighth of a cent a point. South of Fulton Street, restaurants in

' York’s financial district which had been half-empty a year before

ed with lunchtime chatter. Broadway, which had dimmed its

:s in September, 1933, rejoiced in its best season in five years after,

lly unexpectedly, Sidney Kingsley’s surgical drama Men in White

id a smash hit. Before the season ended, more than one hundred

fifty productions brightened the city, including Eugene O’Neill’s

Wilderness!

;

Sinclair Lewis’ Dodsworth, which brought Walter

ton back from Hollywood; Sidney Howard’s Yellow Jack; Max-
Anderson’s Mary of Scotland; and Jerome Kern’s Roberta.^^

more than the “Pennsylvania Avenue model,” he wrote. Hoover Memoirs
ols., New York, 1951-52), III, 454—455. See Hoover to Henry Prather

her, August 25, 1934, Fletcher MSS., Box 4.

Moley, “And Now Give Us Good Men,” Today, II (May 19, 1934), 12;

to House, May 7, 1934, House MSS.
Rud Rennie, “Changing the Tune from Gloom to Cheer,” Literary Digest,
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Even more quickly than it began, the surge of recovery subsided.

From the spring of 1934 to the spring of 1935, the country rode at

anchor. Month after month, the indicator of business activity pointed

to the same monotonous number. National income for 1934 totaled

$10 billion less than in 1931, a little better than half that of 1929. In

the autumn of 1934, many millions were still jobless. No one

doubted that conditions had improved—^the ranks of the unemployed

had been reduced by over two million and national income stood al-

most a quarter higher than in 1933—^but it was no longer clear that

Roosevelt could solve the riddle of bad times. One of Hopkins’ aides

reported on sentiment in Houston: “Nobody seems to think any more

that the thing is going to work.”*®

In a novel published that year, one character bursts out: “What
the hell has happened to everything? You read in the paper things

have never been so good; there’s never been so much prosperity; the

God-damned stock market is booming; and then you find out you can’t

get work, everybody’s losing his job, or their wages are being cut

—

Christ, there are thousands of people on the roads, thousands, men
looking for work—sometimes whole families—all up and • down the

country—^thousands! You see the poor devils hiking along the high-

ways, even down in the desert, even up in them God-awful mountains

in California, miles from nowhere, way out in the woods—everywhere

you go.”®^ As the country weathered the crisis but failed to achieve

prosperity, dissatisfaction mounted. As the New Deal bogged down,

demagogues and radicals who feasted on the popular discontent of

1934 challenged Roosevelt for national leadership.

CXVII (June 16, 1934), 25; Literary Digest, CXVII (April 14, 1934), 34, 40,

44; (April 28, 1934), 21, 46; (May 12, 1934), 46; Lorena Hickok to Many
Hopkins, April 25, 1934, Hopkins MSS.

Lorena Hickok to Hopkins, April 11, 1934, Hopkins MSS.; Henry Rainey
to Joseph Guffey, March 10, 1934, Rainey MSS., Box 1; Eleanor Roosevelt to

Mary Dewson, March 9, 1934, Dewson MSS., Box 16.

87 Robert Cantwell, The Land of Plenty (New York, 1934), pp. 286-287.



CHAPTER 5

Waiting for Lefty

'^HE revolutionary spirit burgeons not when conditions are at their

worst but as they begin to improve. In America, the radical tempo

:kened not at the bottom of the depression in 1932, when many
e dispirited, but in 1934, when things had taken a turn for the

:er. In Minneapolis in April, a mob of six thousand fired sticks,

les, bottles, and lumps of coal through the windows of City Hall,

ire the city council was meeting. The rioters, some of whom wore

armbands, demanded government work at a decent wage and an

ease in relief payments. That fall, one thousand Denver relief

kers, angered at a cut in relief, struck to gain removal of the state

linistrator, threw the tools of nonstrikers into the Platte, and rioted

in police arrested their leader. By 1934, many progressives and

It radicals had come to question whether Roosevelt’s “broker state”

cy held any hope for success. “Failure is a hard word,” observed

radical periodical Common Sense, “It is too early to convince

)sevelt’s supporters that he is a failure. Yet we believe the record

cates that nothing but failure can be expected from the New
il.”^

'he most forthright of the radical leaders was Minnesota’s Governor

>rd Olson. When conservatives tied up relief bills in the legislature

^pril, 1933, Olson warned: “I shall declare martial law. A lot of

pie who are now fighting the measures because they happen to

Time, XXm (April 16, 1934), 18; XXIV (November 12, 1934), 17;

mon Sense, III (September, 1934), 2-
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possess considerable wealth will be brought in by the provost guard.

They will be obliged to give up more than they are giving up now.”

If capitalism could not prevent a recurrence of depressions, he cried,

‘T hope the present system of government goes right down to hell.”

He wished Roosevelfs recovery program to succeed, he told the Eagles’

National Convention in Cleveland that summer, but he did not believe

security could be achieved “unless the key industries of the United

States are taken over by the government.” At the biennial convention

of the Minnesota Farmer-Labor party, Olson confessed: “Now I am
frank to say that I am not a liberal. I enjoy working on a common
basis with liberals for their platforms, etc., but I am not a liberal. I

am what I want to be—I am a radical. ... I am not satisfied with

hanging a laurel wreath on burglars and thieves and pirates and call-

ing them code authorities or something else. . . . What is the ultimate

we are seeking? . . . The ultimate is a Cooperative Commonwealth.”^

Of all his political rivals in these years, none gave Franklin Roose-

velt such deep concern as Louisiana’s flamboyant Senator Huey Pierce

Long. At the Democratic convention in Chicago in 1932, Long had

been one of the leaders of the Roosevelt forces, and it is even arguable

that without him Roosevelt would not have been nominated. Yet the

President distrusted Huey instinctively; he told Tugwell that Long

—

who had given Louisiana badly needed reforms but who also had

flouted and caricatured the processes of parliamentary democracy

—

was one of the two most dangerous men in the country.^

For a season, Roosevelt managed to keep Long in line. A few weeks

after the election, Huey stormed into Roosevelt’s suite at the May-
flower, telling reporters he was going to “talk turkey.” He reappeared a

half hour later to announce blandly: “He is the same old Frank. He is

just like he was before the election, all wool and a yard wide.” When
asked if Roosevelt planned to “crack down” on him, Long retorted:

“Crack down on me? He don’t want to crack down on me. He told

me, ‘Huey, you’re a-goin’ to do just what I tell you’; and that’s just

2 George Mayer, The Political Career of Floyd B. Olson (Minneapolis, 1951),
pp. 133, 149; Charles Rumford Walker, American City (New York, 1937), p.

67; Donald McCoy, Angry Voices (Lawrence, Kan., 1958), p. 55.

®Was the other Father Coughlin? Tugwell inquired. “Oh, no,” Roosevelt
replied, “the other is Douglas MacArthur.” Tugwell, The Democratic Roosevelt
(Garden City, N.Y., 1957), p. 349, and "Notes from a New Deal Diary,”
January 17, 1933. Cf. T. Harry Williams, “The Gentleman from Louisiana:
Demagogue or Democrat,” Journal of Southern History^ XXVI (1960), 3-21.
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t I’m a-goin to do.” Yet within a month after Roosevelt’s inaugu-

n. Long and the President had spKt. Long disliked the proposals of

hundred Days—“We took four hundred millions from the soldiers

spent three hundred millions to plant saplings”—^but more impor-

than any ideological disagreement was the fact that Roosevelt

i squarely in the path of Long’s ambition for national power.^

>ntemptuous of Roosevelt and the well-educated urban New Deal

mers, Long used the barb of ridicule against them as he had

1st planter culture and planter pretensions. He had found Louisi-

planters and oil corporations vulnerable to a style of politics which

sed their naked exploitation of the state, and he had captivated

iiral followers by guying upper class political leaders. He now
d to win national power in the same fashion—^by revealing that

;evelt’s claims to moral leadership of the reform forces shielded a

>nal ruling class which held a monopoly of wealth and access to

ire.

Lxey clowned his way into national prominence. A tousled redhead

a cherubic face, a dimpled chin, and a pug nose, he had the phys-

^my of a Punchinello. He wore pongee suits with orchid-colored

s and sported striped straw hats, watermelon-pink ties, and brown

white sport shoes. He delighted in the name of “Kingfish,” a title

>wed from the popular radio serial “Amos ’n’ Andy.” He had

;ered a brand of humor which pricked the pretenses of respect-

ty, which appealed to men convinced that beneath the cloth of

jurist sat the fee-grabbing lawyer, beneath the university professor

carnival faker, and, most of all, beneath the statesman the self-

ng politician.

shrewd, intelligent lawyer, Huey cultivated the impression he was

^oramus.® Yet at the same time he lampooned the serious social

kers of the day. He argued in favor not merely of curtailing the

dng day but of shortening the working year. Asked if he had got-

the idea from Einstein, he replied: “It’s all in the Scriptures,” and

I Isaiah and Deuteronomy. He wanted plowed lands turned into

links and everyone with enough time to read The Count of Monte

to. He paid his disrespects to Roosevelt’s intellectual advisers. Roo-

It’s Secretary of Agriculture he dismissed as Lord Corn Wallace.

lackson (Miss.) Daily Clarion-Ledger, January 20, 1933; Forrest Davis,

}Long (New York, 1935), pp. 192-193.

Arthur Krock, COHG.
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When he came to see Roosevelt, he deliberately defied the amenities. He
presented his demands for patronage, all the while keeping a sailor

straw hat on his head; he never removed it save to tap it against the

President’s knee to drive home a point. A short while after he arrived

in Washington, the Kingfish had become an internationally known fig-

ure who was crowding Roosevelt off the center of the stage. When
H. G. Wells arrived in the United States, he announced he was going

to Washington to see the new American curiosity, Huey Long. Huey,

declared Gertrude Stein, had “a sense of human beings, and is not bor-

ing the way Harding, President Roosevelt and A1 Smith have been

boring.”®

In January, 1934, Long, who had advocated redistribution of wealth

for many years, founded a national political organization; its slogan

was “Share Our Wealth,” its national organizer the shrill Shreveport

minister, Gerald L. K. Smith.^ Although his program went through

several versions, he proposed, in essence, to liquidate all personal for-

tunes above a certain amount and to give to every family enough

to buy a home, an automobile, and a radio; old folks would receive

pensions, and worthy boys would be sent to college. In addition, he

advocated vast public works spending, a national minimum wage, a

shortened workweek, a balanced farm program, and immediate cash

payment of bonuses. In My First Days in the White House

^

Long an-

nounced he would name a National Share Our Wealth Committee

headed by John D, Rockefeller, Jr., and numbering other prominent

men of wealth. “I was surprised, too, by the views of old Andy Mel-

lon,” Huey wrote. “He told us that his fortune had become a tremen-

dous bother and nuisance. . . . He wanted above all to have the

affection of the American people, which he believed he had lost. . . .

I named him Vice-Chairman of the Committee, and his face lighted

up with real pleasure. . .
.”®

^The New York Times, January 27, 1933; James A. Farley, Behind the

Ballots (New York, 1938), pp. 240-242; Leon Pearson, “Huey Long contre
Roosevelt,” VEurope Nouvelle, XVIII (1935), 352-353; Davis, Huey Long,
p. 125.

H. L. Mencken called Gerald L. K. Smith “the greatest rabble-rouser seen
on earth since Apostolic times.” Mencken to Henry Morrow Hyde, August 29,

1933, Hyde MSS.
®Long, My First Days in the White House (Harrisburg, Pa., 1935), pp.

89-90.
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Share Our Wealth had an immense attraction. By February, 1935,

ng claimed more than 27,000 clubs, and his staff said it had ,a mail-

:
list of more than 7,500,000 persons. No one doubted the Kingfish’s

itical strength in neighboring states such as Mississippi and Arkan-

,
but the allure of Share Our Wealth was not limited to the bayou

the forks of the creek.® Huey had the backing of a Georgian who
i served twice as president of the Atlanta Board of Education, of a

liversity of Illinois professor of engineering, of a Montana bank

isident.^® Philadelphia cheered him to the rafters when he presented

Share Our Wealth program; thousands who fought for admission

the hall had to be turned away.^^ At a time when millions were

ititute. Long made a deep appeal to the northern worker. A Chicago

>e salesman wrote Huey: “I voted for Pres. Roosevelt but it seems

dl St. has got him punch drunk. What we need is men with guts

^o farther to the left as you advocate.”^^

[n the spring of 1935, Long reached out for support from dis-

itented farmers in the mercurial prairie states. At the State Fair

ounds in Des Moines, Milo Reno, leader of the radical fanners'in

va, introduced Long as “the hero whom God in his goodness has

ichsafed to his children,” in compensation for “Roosevelt, Wallace,

gwell and the rest of the traitors.” “Maybe somebody says I don’t

ierstand it,” Long told the farmers in Des Moines. “Well, you don’t

/e to. Just shut your damned eyes and believe it. That’s all.” After-

rds he commented: “You know that was one of the easiest au-

nces I ever won over. I could take this State like a whirlwind. What
lid in Louisiana is nothing compared to what I could do in lowa,”^®

Hluey gave Democratic party leaders a bad fright. A poll conducted

the Democratic National Committee revealed that Long might win

Allan Sindler, Huey Long^s Louisiana (Baltimore, 1956), p. 85; Jackson
iss.) Daily News, November 8, 1934; Hermann Deutsch, “Huey Long, the

t Phase,” Saturday Evening Post, GGVIII (October 12, 1935), 86.

0 Ira Harrelson to F.D.R., February 19, 1935; Paul Black to Long, May 3,

15; W. E. Warren to F.D.R,, February 14, 1935, FDRL OF 1403. Warren
5 president of the Big Horn Gounty Bank. “It is symptoms like this I think

should watch veiy carefully,” Louis Howe noted in passing the letter on to

Dsevelt.

1 See The American Progress, II (May, 1935), 8.

2G. H. Eckstrom to Long, March 8, 1935, FDRL OF 1403.

^Time, XXV (May 6, 1935), 19; Robert Morss Lovett, “Huey Long In-

les the Middle West,” New Republic, LXXXIII (1935), 11.
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between three and four million votes on a third-party ticket in 1936.^^

His strength was not confined to the South; particularly alarming was

the fact that he could draw at least one hundred thousand votes in

New York State, most of them from Democrats. Perhaps the party

leaders were too frightened. Not only was the poll crude, but Long’s

very success had antagonized powerful Democrats in the Senate, and

driven conservatives to take shelter with Roosevelt.^® People fearful of

Long and Father Coughlin, noted the publisher Frank Gannett, “would

quickly swallow Roosevelt at his worst in preference to a Kingfish or

a Padre.” Yet if Long would probably have been no more than a

nuisance in 1936, no one could shrug off the threat Huey would pose

four years later if the country was still in the grip of the depression.

In 1940, Long would be only forty-six years old.

Great as his following was. Long had to share the spotlight with

another Pied Piper; the eloquent Reverend Charles Coughlin, priest

of the parish of Royal Oak, Michigan. Father Coughlin, who had

given his first radio sermons over WJR in Detroit in 1926, had proved

such a popular speaker that by the fall of 1930 CBS was carrying his

talks over a national network. One address, “Hoover Prosperity Means
Another War,” drew 1,200,000 letters. By the end of 1932, he had a

weekly audience estimated at from thirty to forty-five million listeners.

His radio voice—rich, melodic, authoritative—^had unbelievable charm
and persuasiveness. He appealed to an audience bewildered by the

conflicting theories about the nature of the depression and hungry for

some comprehensible explanation. Bom the same year that Leo XIII
issued Rerum novarum, Coughlin offered a combination of advanced

Catholic doctrine and argumenta ad hominem. He simplified and
dramatized the depression by pointing out by name the villains who
had caused it. At the same time, he suggested that the simplicity with

which he spoke reflected his mastery of the intricacies of finance that

baffled ordinary minds. Coughlin told the country what it already

half-believed: that the bankers were the source of evil, that inter-

national complications were the work of a bankers’ conspiracy, that

James A. Farley, Jim Farley’s Story (New York, 1948), p. 51. Gf. Harold
Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold Ickes (3 vols.. New York, 1954), I, 462.

isjosiali Bailey to Mrs. J. W, Bailey, June 13, 1935, Bailey MSS., Personal
File. “Five thousand dollars for every man? Huh!!” wrote a Californian. “Five
thousand dollars for John-the-Parasites? For Pete-the-Lazies? Or for Tom-the-
Kidnappers? and the Killers?” Andres L. Mijares to Long, March 6, 1935,
FDRL OF 1403.

Gannett to Oswald Garrison Villard, March 12, 1935, ViUard MSS.
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communism was equally bad, and that there was magic in money.^^

At first, Coughlin gave Franklin Roosevelt warni support, although

he did not identify himself directly with the administration. “You

won’t see me any more,” the Radio Priest said he told Roosevelt on

March 4. “This Roman collar won’t do you any good around the

White House.” Through most of 1933, Coughlin assured his radio

audiences that Roosevelt stood on the side of right. In June, 1933, he

declared: “Gabriel is over the White House, not Lucifer.” In Decem-

ber, he asserted that the only choice was “Roosevelt or ruin, Roosevelt

or Morgan.”^®

Yet increasingly he coupled his enpomiums with criticisms of specific

features of the New Deal. When he wired Roosevelt, “Am with you

a million percent,” he also protested the “asinine philosophy” of Henry

Wallace. Most of all he was irritated because Roosevelt did not move
swiftly enough in the direction of inflation. Coughlin made the pur-

chase and monetization of silver his rallying cry. In November, 1933,

he announced: “Forward to Christ all ye people! God wills it—this

religious crusade against the pagan god of gold.” “Silver,” he asserted,

“is the key to world prosperity.—Silver that was damned by the

Morgans!”^®

By 1934, Father Coughlin had the heaviest mail of any person in

the United States, more even than the President. Each week he spoke

to the largest steady radio audience in the world. A poll taken by

WOR in New York revealed that an overwhelming majority of its

listeners believed the Radio Priest to be the country’s most “useful”

citizen. Coughlin himself seemed unsure of what to do with his poten-

tial political power. He oscillated between defense of the New Deal

and sorties against it. In the spring of 1934, he promised he would

“never change my philosophy that the New Deal is Christ’s Deal,” but

a week later he called the NRA and AAA “abortive.”^® When the

Ruth Mugglebee, Father Coughlin (Garden City, N.Y., 1933); Louis

Ward, Father Charles Coughlin (Detroit, 1933); Wallace Stegner, “The Radio
Priest and His Flock,” in Isabel Leighton (ed.), The Aspirin Age (New York,

1949), pp. 232-238. For Coughlin’s charm, see Rupert Hart-Davis, Hugh
Walpole (London, 1952), pp. 386-387.

IS Marquis Childs, “Father Coughlin,” New Republic, LXXVIII (1934),

327; Time, XXI (June 26, 1933), 11; Rev. Charles E. Coughlin, Money
Control (Lecture, December 3, 1933 [Detroit, 19331).

19 Coughlin to F.D.R., September 24, 1933, FDRL OF 306; Coughlin to

Marvin McIntyre, September 12, 1933, FDRL OF 306.

^^The New York Times, February 25, April 9, 16, 1934.



102 FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

Treasury revealed that Coughlin’s secretary had been investing funds

of the Radio League of the Little Flower in silver futures, the priest

upbraided Secretary Morgenthau for his assault on the “gentile” metal,

but still refrained from a direct attack on Roosevelt^^ Yet there was no

political home for him in the New Deal, and by late 1934 he was

moving toward a split. He denoimced the AAA as a “Pagan Deal,”

railed against Roosevelt’s advisers as the “Sycophants” of the “Drain

Trust,” and scored the Treasury for playing into the hands of “in-

ternational bankers.” On November 11, 1934, Father Coughlin an-

nounced the formation of the National Union for Social Justice.

Convinced that capitalism was finished, he proposed a system of “so-

cial justice” to take its place. With the encouragement of his bishop,

the Right Reverend Michael Gallagher, a friend of Regent Horthy

of Hungary and of Austrian premier Engelbert Dollfuss, Coughlin ad-

vocated a political order strikingly similar to that of Italian corpor-

atism.^®

In early March, 1935, the rupture broke into the open when General

Hugh Johnson execrated Coughlin and Long as “a couple of Cati-

lines.” “We expect politics to make strange bedfellows,” Johnson gibed,

“but if Father Coughlin wants to engage in political bundling with

Huey Long, it is only a fair first move to take off his Roman cassock.”®®

Many of the Coughlinites, bewildered by the breach between a Roo-

sevelt aide and the Radio Priest, beseeched Roosevelt “to take the

place of a father in a home and call those people together and bring

the quarrel to an end at once.” Others resolved the dilemma by decid-

ing that Roosevelt, a great leader embattled in a hopeless struggle

against a cabal of bankers, had been deceived by conspiratorial subal-

terns. “Many of your advisers who mislead you are the advance agents

of the money changers in the temple,” an Indiana doctor wrote Roo-
sevdt. “Many of your advisers are and is a Judas.” Attacks on bankers

like the Rothschilds and advisers like Felix Frankfurter had anti-

Semitic overtones which grew stronger year by year.®*

ScWesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 251.
22 Cougl^ to Forrest J. Alvin, September 1934, FDRL OF 306; Rev. Charles

E. Coughlin, “How Long Can Democracy and Capitalism Last?” Today, III
(December 29, 1934), 6—7.

23 The New York Times, March 5, 1935.
2^8. S. Sager to F.D.R., n.d.; Bruce Bartholomew to F.DR., March 12, 1935,

FD^ OF 306; M. W. Yencer to F.DJI., March 12, 1935, FDRL OF 306.
While Coughlin’s anti-Semitism escaped public attention in the early New Deal
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eneral Johnson’s blast succeeded only in driving Coughlin and

g closer together. Coughlin, who could not be a rival for the White

se because of his Canadian birth and his clerical collar, could

ide Long with support from the money-crank sections of the rural

die West, and even more from his real source of strength: lower-

dle-class, old immigrant Catholics in the urban Northeast.^® He
lenged the New Deal by his appeal to a wide spectrum of re-

lers: the California progressive Rudolph Spreckels, who joined his

.nization; the labor attorney Frank Walsh, who reported himself

olutely enthusiastic” about Coughlin’s speeches; and the union

er Homer Martin, who urged auto workers to enroll in the Na-

al Union for Social Justice.^ If Coughlin and Long were to unite

L the western pension campaigners led by Dr. Francis Townsend

the rebellious farmers headed by Milo Reno, they might split the

locratic coalition in 1936 and permit the election of a Republican,

f the three most important challengers Roosevelt confronted, Dr.

icis Townsend was much the most benign. An unsuccessful country

ritioner, Doctor Townsend had migrated to Long Beach, Cali-

ia, in 1919. When various promotional schemes failed, he took a

as a public health official. A change of administration cost Town-

l his position. He was sixty-seven years old, and had less than a

dred dollars in savings. Disturbed not only by his own plight but

hat of others like him—elderly people from Iowa and Kansas who
gone west in the 1920’s and now faced the void of unemployment

L slim resources—^Townsend came up with a plan which he be-

td would get the country once more on the road to recovery and

:h would, incidentally, provide security for the aged.

1 January, 1934, Townsend and Robert Clements, a real estate

noter, set up Old Age Revolving Pensions, Limited. They proposed

1, it was expressed privately in the most extreme form as early as Feb-

r, 1933. Coughlin to Elmer Thomas, February 15, 1933, Thomas MSS., Box

Joseph Thoming, S.J,, “Senator Long on Father Coughlin,” America,

(1935), 8-9; Raymond Gram Swing, “The Build-up of Long and Cough-
The Nation, CXL (1935), 325—326; James Shenton, “The Coughlin Move-

t and the New Deal,” Political Science Quarterly, LXXIII (1958), 360.

Rudolph Spreckels to Franklin Hichbom, November 19, 1934, Hichbom
Frank Walsh to Judson King, November 1, 1932, Walsh to Louis Ward,

:mber 22, 1934, Walsh MSS., Correspondence; Homer Martin to Coughlin,

uary 16, April 25, 1935, Homer Martin MSS.
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to pay a pension of $200 a month to every citizen over sixty (save for

habitual criminals), on condition that he or she retire from all gainful

work and promise to spend the sum within one month in the United

States. The pension would be financed by a 2 per cent tax on business

transactions which would be paid into a ‘‘revolving fund.”^’' The

Townsendites argued that their plan would end mass joblessness both

because older people would be compelled to surrender their positions

to the younger unemployed and because the rapid spending of pension

checks would produce a demand for goods and services that would

create still more jobs.^

Although Townsend’s plan was e^ntially a recovery program

rather than a pension scheme, it was the pension promise that caught

on. By September, 1934, Townsend and Clements required a staff of

ninety-five to handle their mail, and by the end of the year they

claimed some twelve hundred clubs, mostly in the western states. In

San Diego, customers sought to make purchases which they would

pay for when their Townsend checks arrived. One old couple ordered

a stove, a refrigerator, kitchen cabinets, a radio, twin beds, and other

furnishings; they said they would settle their account when the govern-

ment sent the check they expected next month. In some stores, when
anyone past sixty entered, all the salesmen disappeared. Irate Town-
sendites boycotted western merchants if they refused to extend credit

on the basis of future pension checks. In San Francisco, elderly aliens,

intent on becoming naturalized before the Townsend plan became law,

crowded immigration offices.^^

Critics tried in vain to show that the plan was based on fallacious

assumptions. They pointed out that it would at most redistribute pur-

chasing power by taking money from the young and giving it to the

old, and that, with a national income of $40 billion a year, Townsend
expected to spend $24 billion to compensate 9 per cent of the people.^®

27 Townsend later came to recognize that the transactions tax was regressive

and advocated instead a levy on the gross incomes of individuals, businesses, and
corporations. Dr. Francis Townsend, New Horizons (Chicago, 19431, p. 140.

2S Abraham Holtzman, “The Townsend Movement: A Study in Old Age Pres-

sure Politics” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. Harvard University, 1952), pp.
1-80: Luther Whiteman and Samuel Lewis, Glory Roads (New York, 1936).

2® “If Money,” Saturday Evening Post, CGVII (May 11, 1935), 12-13, 121-
127; Richard Neuberger and Kelley Loe. “The Old Peonle’s Crusade: The
Townsend Plan and Its Astonishing Growth,” Harperis, CLXXII (1936), 431,
and An Armv of the Aged (Caldwell, Ida., 1936) ; The New York Times, Feb-
ruary 4, 1935.

20 Nicholas Roosevelt, The Tozvnsend Plan (Garden City, N.Y., 1936), and
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ter Lippmaim observed: “If Dr. Townsend’s medicine were a
i remedy, the more people the country could find to support in

less the better off it would be.” “My plan is too simple to be com-

lended by great minds like Mr. Lippmann’s,” the doctor retorted,

in Congressman Robert Doughton, chairman of the House Ways
Means Committee, asked Townsend whether he was sure the tax

>roposed would raise the necessary funds, he answered: “I’m not

le least interested in the cost of the plan.”^^

he Townsend Plan represented the conviction of millions of Amer-
s that they had to take action themselves in order to restore the

itry to its former prosperity, and that, if the right formula could

ound, they could lift themselves by their own bootstraps. Distrustful

L of the sophistication and the big-city paternalism of the New
I, they sought more “American” answers. Townsend’s idea of “re-

ing” pensions drew on the prevalent assumption that the country

great wealth if only some device could be found to tap it.^®

he Townsend crusade reached out to people raised in the traditions

Liral Protestantism; assembled, they acted like a gathering of Meth-

t picnickers. Townsend meetings featured frequent denunciations

cigarettes, lipstick, necking, and other signs of urban depravity,

msendites claimed as one of the main virtues of the plan that it

Id put young people to work and stop them from spending their

i in profligate pursuit of sex and liquor. It appealed to men and
len gullible enough to accept the pitch of patent medicine vendors ;

Townsend National Weekly, in fact, featured ads from patent

icine firms hawking remedies for rheumatism and “bladder weak-
” Strongly antiradical, the Townsendites insisted their plan would

erve the profit system and avert alien collectivism. His movement,

msend explained, embraced people “who believe in the Bible, be-

5 in God, cheer when the flag passes by, the Bible Belt solid Amer-
5”33

itieth Century Fund, The Townsend Crusade (New York, 1936), are

ig the many critiques of the Townsend Plan.

Time, XXV (January 14, 1935), 15; XXV (February 18, 1935), 15.; New
: Herald-Tribune, January 4, 1935.

The Townsend Plan made its appearance the very same year that the chain-

r mania swept the nation. Like the chain-letter vogue, Townsendism em-
;d the ideas of individual contribution, an anticipated windfall, and a
generating, perpetual-motion economics.

Pittsburgh Press, quoted in New Republic, LXXXVII (1936), 242; Had-
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Dn Townsend unleashed a new force in American politics: the old

people. Thanks to gains in medicine, more of them lived longer; thanks

to changes in the organization of the family, many of them no longer

felt wanted. Buffeted by the depression, often made to feel a burden to

their own children, which, indeed, they often were, they found in the

Townsend dubs a home; in the movement, a sense of unity with other

elderly people; in the plan, a cause; and in the crusade, a newfound

sense of their political power. Townsend claimed twenty-five million

Americans had signed his petitions, and his critics conceded he had at

least ten million signatures. West Coast politicians quaked at the threat

of Townsend reprisal unless they endorsed the Doctor’s program. On
one key vote, sixteen out of twenty California congressmen supported

a Townsend bill.®*

The same winds of discontent that gave Townsend, Long, and

Coughlin their opportunity blew through the streets of industrial

America. In the grimy alleys of Birmingham, in the drab bars of Ak-

ron, on Seattle’s wharves, workers were saying what for so long they

had not dared to say: ^‘Organize!” In the summer of 1933, John L.

Lewis, his once sizable United Mine Workers shrunk to little more
than 150,000 members, gambled his entire treasury on a bold cam-

paign in the coal fields. When his organizers invoked the magic name
of Roosevelt, tens of thousands of members signed up. Within a year,

the U.M.W. had more than 500,000 members. In Camden, New
Jersey, shipbuilders raised on Scotland’s Clydeside created the Indus-

trial Union of Marine and Shipbuilding Workers. Across the river in

Philadelphia, twenty-one-year-old James Carey organized workers at

the Philco Radio plant into a Walking, Hunting and Fishing Club,

captured control of a company union, and won a closed-shop agree-

ment and substantial wage increases. Some 100,000 auto workers

ley Cantril, The Psychology of Social Movements (New York, 1941), pp, 190-
209; Neuberger and Loe, "Old People’s Cnisade,” pp. 435-436.

In Oregon, Howard Merriam, a state legislator who refused to vote for a
memorial to Congress endorsing the Townsend Plan, was recalled from office.

Portland Oregonian, Mar. 21, 1935. “About 120 people in my district have signed
a Townsend petition,” explained one perplexed Oregon congressman. "When I
first heard of this I laughed at it. Then I got the smile off my face. It’s like a
punching bag—^you can’t dodge it. If we don’t pass it this session we’ll have to
meet it when we get back home.” Time, XXV (January 14, 1935) ,

14. Gf. James
Murray to Mrs. Howard McIntyre, January 21, 1936, Murray MSS.; Twentieth
Century Fund, Townsend Crusade, pp. 9-12.
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led union cards; almost as many steel workers organized lodges

Lch they named “New Deal,” “NRA ” and “Blue Eagle,”^®

^rankHn Roosevelt was somewhat perturbed at being cast in the role

midwife of industrial unionism. When Roosevelt agreed to Section

l) of the National Industrial Recovery Act, he had little idea what

was letting himself in for. Labor insisted the President should en-

ce its right to collective bargaining, while employers either defied

government or resorted to the subterfuge of setting up company
ons. The administration was uncertain about what 7(a) meant or

V it could be enforced, but when strikes threatened the recovery

gram President Roosevelt and General Johnson created a series

labor boards to bring industrial peace axfd, incidentally, to give

le substance to 7(a). Under the vigorous leadership first of Senator

Lgner and later of Lloyd Garrison, dean of the Wisconsin Law
lool, and the Philadelphia attorney, Francis Biddle, these tribunals,

lost powerless, and with the vaguest of assignments, worked out

T)ugh body of labor law. They claimed for the government the

ver to conduct secret elections to permit workers to decide whether

y wanted to be represented by a nationally affiliated union, a com-

ly union, or no union at all. Increasingly, they also came to hold

.t the union chosen by a majority of the workers would have ex-

sive bargaining rights for all workers. If this principle were es-

lished, the company union speaking for a minority of workers in a
onized plant would be doomed. Finally, the board insisted that 7(a)

uired employers to bargain with unions in good faith, and that

gaining must lead to an agreement.^

'n making these rulings, labor board officials had to fight a mn-

g war with Hugh Johnson and Donald Richberg. Both Johnson and

* Harris, American Labor, p. 140; Levinson, Labor on March, pp. 52—54;
lesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 137-140; ‘Docket—Coal & Stabilization,

Y 22, 1933,*’ W. Jett Lauck MSS., National Recovery Act file; David Mc-
•e, “The Effects of the Recovery Act upon Labor Organization,” (Quarterly

rnal of Economics, XLIX (1934), 52-78. The drive for industrial unionism
also abetted by the Norris-La Guardia Act of 1932, which created safe-

rds for the issuance of injunctions in labor cases and made the yellow-dog

tract unenforceable in any federal court. Edwin Witte, “The Federal Anti-

mction Act,” Minnesota Law Review, XVI (1932), 638-658.
‘ Irving Bernstein, The New Deal Collective Bargaining Policy (Berkeley

Los Angeles, 1950), Chs. 5-7; Lewis Lorwin and Arthur Wubnig, Labor
%tions Boards (Washington, 1935) ;

Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp.
-149; Gerard Swope, COHC, pp. 145 ff.
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Richberg viewed strikes as pointless “aggression” which delayed the

achievement of early recovery. “The trouble with Hugh,” remarked

Secretary Perkins, “is that he thinks a strike is something to settle.”

Johnson even went so far as to conclude that a strike against an in-

dustry which had adopted a code was a strike against the government.

Neither Johnson nor Richberg accepted the principle of the right of

a union which had majority support to speak for all, despite evidence

that the alternative principle of proportional representation served

as a union-busting tactic; neither favored using the power of the

government to compel businessmen to bargain; and both resented what

they regarded as a usurpation of authority by the labor boards.^^

President Roosevelt shared Wagner’s indignation at the intransi-

gence of employers, but he shared too Johnson’s perturbation that mass

labor organizing might impede the recovery drive. Essentially a “pa-

tron” of labor, Roosevelt had far more interest in developing social

legislation to help the worker than in seeing these gains secured

through unions. Moreover, while the details of agricultural policy

fascinated him, the minutiae of collective bargaining vexed him. The
President either could not or would not grasp the critical importance

of the issue of employee representation. He told reporters irritatedly

in May, 1934, that workers could choose anyone they wished to rep-

resent them, including a union, the Ahkoond of Swat, or the Royal

Creographic Society.^ When Senator Wagner sought to give the labor

boards statutory power, Roosevelt forestalled him and put a mild

congressional resolution in its place. “The new deal,” protested Senator

Cutting, “is being strangled in the house of its friends.”^®

®7Hugh Johnson, Tke Blue Eagle from Egg to Earth (Garden City, N.Y.,
1935), p. 311; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 149^150; Jonathan
Mitchell, “Grand Vizier: Donald R, Richberg,” New Republic, LXXXII
(1935), 301-304; Donald Richberg to George Berry, January 9, 1935, Richberg
MSS., Box 2; Frances Perkins, GOHG, VII, 139-140.

3® Raymond Moley, After Seven Years (New York, 1939), p. 13; Public
Papers,

3® Congressional Record, 73d Cong., 2d Sess., p. 12052. Cf. Bernstein, New
Deal Collective Bargaining, pp. 76-83; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp.
150-151, 397—400; Sidney Fine, “President Roosevelt and the Automobile
Code,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XLV (1958), 23-50; "The Presi-
dent’s conference with the Senators Saturday afternoon, April 14, 1934,”
FDRXj PSF 37 ; Edward A. Filene, “A Report of a Study Tour of Business
Conditions in Fourteen Large Cities in the United States,” March 1, 1934,
FDRL PPF 2116.
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The crux of the difficulty lay in Roosevelt’s detennination to serve

1 a balance wheel between management and labor, when management

as mighty and labor, in industries like steel and automobiles, still

ithetically weak. Roosevelt’s defenders argued that it was not the

resident’s job to organize the auto workers, and, so long as the union

presented a minority of the workers in the industry, no amount of

)vermnent good will would help very much. Unless the A.F. of L.

)uld build powerful industrial unions, it could not compel much re-

ect from either industry or government.

Under the cautious leadership of Samuel Gompers’ successor, Wh-
im Green, and his circumspect lieutenant, Matthew Woll, the A.F.

• L. had treated the influx of industrial workers as an embarrassment.

:
placed tens of thousands of these new members in federal labor

[lions, ‘^a kind of ElHs Island where the immigrants into the AFL
ere to be kept until the crafts had decided into what pen they were

be driven.”^® Many of the Federation’s leaders, primarily skilled

orkers of northern European stock, displayed open contempt toward

le new industrial uiuonists. Dan Tobin, head of the Teamsters, dis-

lissed the factory workers as “rubbish.”"^ William Collins, the A.F.

[ L. representative in New York State, confided: “My wife can al-

ays tell from the smell of my clothes what breed of foreigners I’ve

een hanging out with.” The Federation handled its new recruits in

eel so ineptly that out of some one hundred thousand members who
ad signed up in 1933, only six thousand were still paying dues in

ite 1934.^2

At the annual convention of the A,F. of L. in San Francisco in 1934,

faction representing about 30 per cent of the membership demanded
lat the Federation conduct a drive to organize factory workers into

idustrial unions. Under John L. Lewis, whose commitment to in-

Denis Brogan, The Era of Franklin D. Roosevelt (New Haven, 1950), p.

75.

Report of Proceedings of the Fifty-fourth Annual Convention of the AmerU
in Federation of Labor (Washington, [1935]), p. 453.
^2 Levinson, Labor on March, p. 60 ; Edwin Young, “The Split in the Labor
lovement,” in Milton Berber and Edwin Young, Labor and the New Deal
Madison, Wis., 1957), p. 53; James Morris, Conflict within the AFL (Ithaca,

958), pp. 150-170; Ed Hall, Wayne Oral History Interview, pp. 3 ff.; Max
landman, “Conflicting Ideologies in the American Labor Movement,” Ameri-

an Journal of Sociology, XLIII (1938), 525-538; Robert Christie, Empire in

Vood (Ithaca, 1956), pp. 285-287.
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dustrial unionism meshed with his interest in the welfare of his own
particular union and his vaulting personal ambitions^ the ‘industrial

unionists won a surface victory which netted them little. The Executive

Council delayed issues of charters to industrial unions for many
months, watered down the charters by clauses protecting craft unions,

and did little to organize industrial labor. Workers who had joined

the A.F. of L. in high hopes tore up their union cards in disgust

At the Atlantic City convention in October, 1935, ..the industrial

union forces determined on a showdown. One labor paper headlined

:

“The A.F. of L. Must Stop Raping the Brewery Workers Union!”

In his typically high-eloquent Welsh style, Lewis thundered: “A year

ago at San Francisco, I was a year younger and naturally I had more

faith in the Executive Council. I was beguiled into believing that an

enlarged Executive Council would honestly interpret and administer

this policy—^the policy ... of issuing charters for industrial unions in

the mass-production industries. ... I know better now. At San Fran-

cisco they seduced me with fair words. Now, of course, having learned

that I was seduced, 1 2un enraged and I am ready to rend my seducers

limb from limb, including Delegate WoU. In that sense, of course, I

speak figuratively. . . . Heed this cry from Macedonia that comes

from the hearts of men.”"*^

Lewis’ eloquence made little impression on craft union leaders such

as Dan Tobin, who subscribed to the creed Samuel Gompers and other

founders of the Federation had given the present generation: “Upon
the rock of trades autonomy, craft trades, you shall build the church of

the labor movement, and the gates of hell nor trade industrialism shall

not prevail against it.” By a vote of 18,464 to 10,897, the convention

adopted the craft unionists’ resolution. Near the end of the tumultuous

convention, Lewis, who symbolized the new unionism, locked in a
duel with Big Bill Hutcheson of the Carpenters. Lewis threw a punch

which knocked Hutcheson sprawling, and, after both tumbled to the

floor fighting like two clumsy grizzlies, Hutcheson retreated, his face

Levinson, Labor on March, pp. 82—98; Christie, Empire in Wood, pp. 290-
291; Sidney Fine, “The Toledo Chevrolet Strike of 1935,” Ohio Historical

Quarterly, (1958), 326-356.
^Brewery Worker, L (March 9, 1935); Report Proceedings of the Fifty-

fifth Annual Convention of the American Federation of Labor (Washington,

[1936]), pp. 538, 542; John Brophy, GOHC, pp. 552 ff. The crucial question
was not whether the Federation would favor the craft or industrial union struc-

ture, but whether it would take a live interest in organizing the unorganized.
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odied. The country interpreted Lewis’ blow for what it was—the

ermination of the industrial union leaders to smash the Federa-

I’s monopoly of organized labor."^®

rhe next day^ Lewis breakfasted with industrial union supporters at

Hotel President in Atlantic City. In addition to his Mine Worker

jciates, the breakfasters included Sidney HiUman, David Dubinsky,

I Max Zaritsky from various garment unions, Thomas McMahon
the Textile Workers, and the able, disinterested Charles Howard
the Typographers. Three weeks later, the Committee for Industrial

janization was established. Ostensibly, the C.I.O. was not a rival

anization but a committee within the A.F. of L. working to organize

unorganized and to educate the remainder of the Federation on

wisdom of their policies. Actually, the cleav^e was total. In the

imer of 1936, after a heresy trial at which C.I.O. leaders refused

appear, the Federation formally suspended the truant unions for

crime of dual unionism. For a time, the C.I.O. continued to pro-

the legality of the Council’s action, but in October, 1938, it for-

lly recognized the split between the two groups by transforming

If into the Congress of Industrial Organizations.'^

n 1934, a series of violent strikes, many of them led by avowed

icals, shook the country. Milwaukee streetcar workers brought their

Dloyers to terms after an uprising in which, aided by a Socialist

anization of unemployed, they assaulted car bams, pulled off trolley

5S, and crippled dozens of streetcars.^^ In Philadelphia, striking

kies burned a hundred taxicabs, and rioting New York cabbies,

>ressed by their bloody victory, drove most of the city’s 15,000 taxis

the streets.^® Communists led strikes of farm workers from the let-

Proceedings Fifty-fifth Convention A.F. of L., p. 659; Levinson, Labor on
ch, pp. 99-117; John Frey, GOHC, pp. 633 ff.; Christie, Empire in Wood,
291-293. After the fight. President Green admonished: “You shouldn’t have

3 that, John.” “He called me a foul name,” Lewis replied. “Oh, I didn’t

V that,” Green answered agreeably. Levinson, Labor on March, pp. 116—

Walter Galenson, The CIO Challenge to the AFL (Cambridge, 1960), pp.

5; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 413-415; Philip Taft, The A,F,

j. from the Death of Gompers to the Merger (New York, 1959), pp. 146-

;
“C.I.O.—Statement of Charges Against C.I.O, (John L. Lewis Group)

ented by John P. Frey,” Frey MSS., Box 5.

Ruben Levin, “Mass Action Works in Milwaukee,” New Republic,

ax (1934), 261-263.

The New York Times, February 3-8, 1934, Mar. 10-April 13, 1934. In
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tuce sheds of California’s Salinas Valley to the tomato fields of south-

ern New Jersey. Union electrical workers pulled a control switch which

plunged 160,000 people in Des Moines into darkness. Plants in the

paralyzed city could not operate, streetcars stayed in their bams, and

nurses patrolled hospital corridors in darkness. Workers tied up Terre

Haute with a general strike, Butte cop|>er miners closed the Anaconda

pits for months, and striking cooks, waiters, and busboys from the

Waldorf-Astoria paraded the sidewalks of Park Avenue singing the

“Internationale.”^® At the Electric Auto-Lite plant in Toledo, where

A. J. Muste and Louis Budenz of the American Workers’ party sought

to direct the walkout, mobs battled police and helmeted National

Guardsmen. They defied bayonets, clouds of tear gas, and even volleys

of rifle fire, and, after threatening a general strike, won most of the

union’s dwnands. The American correspondent of the London Daily

Herald cabled: “Toledo (Ohio) is in the grip of dvil war.”®®

On Labor Day, 1934, textile workers began the largest single strike

ever undertaken in this country. For the next sixteen days, Italian silk

workers from Paterson joined with French weavers in Rhode Island,

Portuguese millhands from New Bedford, and lintheads from the

Carolinas to shut down the industry in twenty states. “Flying squad-

rons” of hundreds of pickets raced from town to town in car caravans.

At Honea Path, South Carolina, six members of such a squadron were

killed in a fight with deputies. In the Moshasauck Cemetery in Sayles-

ville, Rhode Island, fifty were wounded in a mnning battle between

strikers and militia who fought from behind tombstones by the eerie

light of Roman candles carried by strikers and flares used by soldiers.

The walkout, aimed as much at the NRA’s Cotton Code Authority as

Clifford Odets* Waiting for Lefty, a meeting of cab drivers waits for a leader
who never appears. As they wait, the hackies rise to explain why they want
to strike. On opening night in January, 1935, when the question was finally put,

the audience, caught up in the drama, roared ‘*Strike! Strike!” Harold Clurman,
The Fervent Years (New York, 1957), pp. 132-133, 138-139.

William Dusinbeire, “Strikes in 1934, with a Case Study of New Jersey
Farm Workers’* (unpublished MA. essay, Columbia University, 1953) ; Chicago
Daily Times, September 19, 1934; Edward Levinson, Labor on March, p. 56;
Vernon Jensen, Nonferrous Metals Industry Unionism 1932-1954 (Ithaca,

1954), pp. 13-16; Time, XXIII (February 5, 1934), 18.
5® Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 393 ; Bernard Klarsh and Phillips

Carman, “The Impact of the Political Left,” in Derber and Young, Labor and
New Deal, p. 98; New Republic, LXXIX (1934), 86-S7; London Daily Herald,
May 29, 1934.
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the operators, ended in failure when the union found itself out-

inned by the industrialists and the state governors, who did not hesi-

e to use force to put down the strike, “A few hundred funerals,”

jerved one textile journal, “will have a quieting influence.”^^

The representative prairie metropolis of Minneapolis saw naked

ss war when the city’s truckdrivers sought to crack that open-shop

[)nghold by crippling its transportation system. They were led by

Qcent Raymond Dunne, a teamster at eleven, a Wobbly at fourteen,

radical who had been expelled from the Communist party as a

otskyite. Business leaders countered by organizing a “citizens’ army”

the wealthy, who were sworn in as special deputies to break the

ike. On the morning of May 22, 1934, two of the deputies, one a

mber of one of the town’s prominent families, died in a clash in

inneapolis’s central market place, where twenty thousand people had

Lssed. In July, when the walkout resumed after a temporary armis-

2
,
an aimed police convoy shot down sixty-seven persons, two of

Lom died. The teamsters refused to surrender, and in the end won
lettlement which made it possible for them to establish themselves

the most powerful union in the Northwest. The open-shop bastion

Minneapolis had been smashed—and by a union under radical

dership.®^

In San Francisco, as in Minneapolis, bitterly antiunion employers

>ve workers into the arms of radicals. In the summer of 1934, after

strike of stevedores had tied up Pacific ports from San Diego to

ncouver for two months, the Industrial Association decided to open

j harbor of San Francisco by force. When two strikers were killed

1 many injured on the Embarcadero on Bloody Thursday, July 5,

irry Bridges, a hard, sourfaced Australian who consistently followed

5 Communist line, persuaded conservative unionists to launch a gen-

ii strike on July 16. Strikers shut down not only plants but barber

'^Literary Digest, CXVIII (September 15, 1934), 6; Chicago Daily Times,

itember 12, 1934; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 394; William Pollock,

'HG, pp. 11 ff.; Martha Gellhorn to Harry Hopkins, November' 11, 1934,

pkins MSS.; Textile World, LXXXIV (1934), 1814-1816; E. David Gronon,

Southern Progressive Looks at the New Deal,” Journal of Southern History,

:IV (1958), 159-160.
2 Walker, American City, pp. 87-221; Mayer, Floyd Olson, pp. 198-201;

lesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 385—389; William Dunne and Morris

lids. Permanent Counter-Revolution (New York, 1934) ;
Eric Sevareid, Not

Wild a Dream (New York, 1947), pp. 57-58.
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shopSj laundries, theaters, and restaurants, blockaded highways, and

barred incoming shipments of food and fuel oil. With the President

cruising in the Pacific, civic leaders and officials of the Roosevelt ad-

ministration panicked. Roosevelt later told newsmen; “Everybody de-

manded that I sail into San Francisco Bay, all flags flying and guns

double shotted, and end the strike. They went completely off the han-

dle.”^® The President refused to be pushed into precipitate action, and

within four days the strike, which had never actually disrupted es-

sential services, was over. Despite Bridges’ opposition, the dockers

agreed to arbitration, and in the end won recognition for their union

and most of their other demands. An ill-conceived move bom of mo-

mentary anger and desperation, San Francisco’s general strike had no

revolutionary intent and lacked any real political objective. But it did

indicate the depth of class animosity in 1934.®^

The current of radicalism ran strongly in the 1934 elections, no-

where more strongly than in California. In the fall of 1933, the well-

known novelist and reformer Upton Sinclair had launched EPIC (End

Poverty in California) . Sinclair proposed a direct attack on the cmcial

problem the New Deal was not solving: want in the midst of plenty.

Instead of placing idle workers on relief, he urged that they be given

a chance to produce for their own needs. The state would buy or lease

lands on which the jobless could grow their own food; it would rent

idle factories in which unemployed workers could turn out staples

like clothing and furniture. They would be paid in scrip which could

be ^ent only for goods produced within the “production-for-use” sys-

tem. At the same time, Sinclair announced his candidacy for governor

of California in the November, 1934, elections.

In the Democratic primary on August 28, 1934, Sinclair stmck ter-

ror among conservatives when he polled 436,000 votes to 288,000 for

the Wilsonite George Creel, with 89,000 for two lesser-known candi-

dates. Since Sinclair had piled up more votes than Governor Frank
Merriam had received in the Republican primary, he appeared to

Samuel Rosenman (ed.), The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.
Roosevelt (13 vols., 1938-50), III, 399; F,DJR.. to Frances Perkins, July 16,

1934, FDRL PSF 18; F.D.R. to John Gamer, August 11, 1934, FDRL PPF
1416.

5^ Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 389-393; Paul William Ryan, The
Big Strike (Olema, Calif., 1949); Fremont Older to Rose Wilder Lane, July
18, 1934, Older MSS.
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an excellent chance of winning the November election. For the

two months, hysteria rode the state of California. After the pri-

s, Sinclair allegedly told reporters that he had said to Harry

ins: “If I am elected, half of the unemployed will come to Cal-

a, and you will have to take care of them.” Opponents plastered

ards with a distorted version of Sinclair’s statement; movie com-

; turned out “newsreels” showing armies of hoboes crossing the

borders; three Los Angeles newspapers refused to print news

Sinclair. His enemies culled his books for statements denouncing

age as a bourgeois institution and characterizing the Roman
lie Church as “The Church of the Servant Girls.”®^

ny New Deal Democrats, forced to choose between the arch-

vative Merriam, who opposed the reforms they had fought for,

inclair, who favored rural communes, chose Merriam. Sinclair

d his hopes for election on Roosevelt’s support; but when it was

Sinclair was losing, the President cut him adrift®® Administration

crats in California like George Creel opposed the novelist, and

>r McAdoo’s law partner came out for Merriam because Sin-

ticket “concealed the communistic wolf in the dried skin of the

cratic donkey.” In the closing days of the campaign, New Deal

Is forged an alliance between Democratic conservatives and the

few Deal Merriam.®^ On Election Day, Merriam trounced Sin-

vith 1,139,000 votes to the novelist’s 880,000, with 303,000 for a

:andidate.

pite the evidences of radical discontent, Roosevelt remained im-

ly popular. His popularity cut across all classes. In the homes of

na mill workers pictures of the President, sometimes ones tom
a newspaper, hung over the mantel like an Italian peasant’s

nna. In Mississippi, the Jackson Junior Chamber of Commerce

mej XXIV (November 12, 1934), 16; Charles Larsen, “The Epic Cam-
>f 1934,” Pacific Historical Review, XXVII (1958), 134.

pton Sinclair to F.D.R., October 5, 18, 1934, FDRL OF 1165; F.D.R. to

ttman, October 9, 1934, FDRL PPF 745; Jaipes A. Farley to William

o, October 3, 1934, McAdoo MSS., Box 398; Upton Sinclair’s Epic News,

r 22, 1934; Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Politics of Upheaval (Boston,

pp. 115-121.

illiam Neblett to William McAdoo, October 31, 1934; George Creel to

Sinclair, October 18, 1934, McAdoo MSS., Box 398; J. F. T. O'Connor
is Howe, O'Connor to Marvin McIntyre, October 27, 1934; FDRL OF
lalifomia). Box 16.
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sponsored a mammoth “New Deal parade” with a portrait of Roose-

velt draped in red, white, and blue bunting followed by floats of each

of the alphabet agencies. The best-known man in the building industry,

Clarence Mott Woolley, declared: “I have always been a rank Repub-

lican, but I take my hat off to President Roosevelt. The Administration

has performed a miracle.”®® The Nation editor, Oswald Garrison Vil-

lard, often a stem critic of the President, responded skeptically to an

invitation to join a third-party movement; he had just returned from

a tour of the West, where he found 90 per cent of the people for Roo-

sevelt.®®

The outcome of the 1934 elections demonstrated the force both of

the radical spirit and of Roosevelt’s popularity. Traditionally, the party

in power loses a substantial number of seats in an off-year election. As

the Nov^ber, 1934, congressional elections approached, the tide was

running so strongly Democratic that John Gamer guessed that the Re-

publicans would win only thirty-seven seats in the House, a gain so

small it could be regarded as “a complete victory” for the Roosevelt

administration.®® Most observers thought the G.O.P. gains would be

more substantial.®^ No one was prepared for the actual results. Ex-

pected to pick up a few score seats, the Republicans lost thirteen

instead. The voters elected a new House of 322 Democrats, 103 Re-

publicans, and ten Progressives or Farmer-Laborites. Never in the

history of the Republican party had its percentage of House seats

fallen so low. In the Senate the rout of the G.O.P. was even more

devastating. There the Democrats won better than a two-thirds ma-
jority, the greatest margin either party had ever held in the history

of the upper house. The nine new Democratic senators—one was

Missouri’s Judge Harry Truman—^swelled the party’s total to a daz-

zling sixty-nine seats.

If there was an issue in the campaign, it was Roosevelt: the elec-

5® Martha Gellhorn to Harry Hopkins, November 11, 1934, Hopkins MSS.;
Jackson (Miss.) Daily News, October 9, 1934; “Heating Man,” Fortune, XI
(April, 1935), 81. “Through thick and thin I am for yoi^” Russell Leffingwell
of the House of Morgan wrote the President. “It is impossible to imagine greater
achievements than yours have been in the year just ending.” Leflhngwell to

F.D.R., March 3, 1934, FDRL PPF 866.

®®Villard to Alfred Bingham, April 10, 1934, \^llard MSS. Cf. Rudolph
Spreckels to Franklin Hichbom, May 8, 1934, Hichbom MSS.

Gamer to F.D.R., October 1, 1934, FDKL PPF 1416.

See, e.g., Kiplinger Washington Letter,^ September 22, 1934.
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was a thumping personal victory for the President. Even Re-

icans had invoked Roosevelt’s name to get elected. William

a White commented: “He has been all but crowned by the peo-

The elections almost erased the Republican party as a national

3. They left the G.O.P. with only seven governorships, less than a

1 of Congress, no program of any substance, no leader with a pop-

appeal and none on the horizon.^®

it Roosevelt was riding a tiger, for the new Congress threatened to

L him in a direction far more radical than any he had originally

emplated. Economy, the staple of past campaigns, was hardly

tioned in 1934, and a number of the new Democrats, elected on

ic ownership or “production-for-use” platforms, stood to the “left”

.oosevelt.®^ Faced with the threats of Long, Coughlin, and Town-

,
aware that millions of Americans were still jobless, confronting

Lght-stricken farmers and rebellious industrial workers, Roosevelt

had to work with a Congress committed to free spending. At the

i time, the President and his advisers knew that the New Deal

had much unfinished business. “Boys—^this is our hour,” Harry

kins exulted. “WeVe got to get everything we want

—

2l works pro-

1
,
social security, wages and hours, everything—^now or never.”®®

n Roosevelt faced the newly elected Congress in 1935, the result

oised to be a fresh outburst of reform and recovery legislation

:h would surpass even that of the Hundred Days.

Time, XXIV (November 19, 1934), 11. See Raymond Clapper, Watch-
he World (New York, 1944), p. 140; Rene Pinon, “Les elections amdri-

s,” Revue des Deux Mondes, Series 8, XXIV (December 1, 1934), 719;
n Bronner, “The New Deal Comes to Pennsylvania: The Gubernatorial

ion of 1934,” Pennsylvania History, XXVII (1960), 44-68; P. L. Gass-

to James Gurley, November 10, 1934, Gassaway MSS., Correspondence
-1934.

On Election night, Jim Farley gloated: “Famous Republican figures have

toppled into oblivion. In fact, we must wonder who they have left that

ountry ever heard of.” Time, XXIV (November 12, 1934), 14.

“Memorandum on Democratic Representatives and Senators Elected to

Congress for First Time,” Katherine Blackburn to Louis Howe, November
L934, FDRL PSF 37; Donald McCoy, “The Formation of the Wisconsin

ressive Party in 1934,” Historian, XIV (1951), 88-89; Key Pittman to

a Barkley, November 12, 1934, Pittman MSS., Box 21; Rudolph Spreckeh
anklin Hichbom, November 8, 1934, Hichbom MSS.
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CHAPTER 6

Om Third, of a Nation

I
N THE early months of the depression, jobless men made the rounds

of factory gates in search of work only to be faced by hastily

scrawled signs with the legend ‘‘no help wanted.” By the spring of

1934, the legends were painted in gilt letters, as if to make the words

more enduring. The embarrassed “Sorry, buddy” had given way to the

brusque “Can’t you read signs?” Men who had once felt certain they

could find a job the next day, the next week, the next month, had lost

their self-assurance. One worker remarked: “There is something about

the anniversary of your layoff which makes you feel more hopeless^”

Where once they had been confident of their own powers, they now
felt impotent “What can a man do?” asked a jobless Italian-American

in New Haven. “Dey pulla de string; you move. Dey letta de string

loose, you drop.”^

If, in America, every man rises on his own merits, then he falls

through his own failings. “Anyone,” it was said, “could find a job if he

really tried.” That people who were economically secure should per-

petuate this myth is understandable; what is, at first glance, more sur-

prising is that the jobless themselves should do so. The unemployed

worker almost always experienced feelings of guilt and self-depreci-

ation. Although he knew millions had been thrown out of work
through no fault of their own, he knew too that millions more were still

^E. Wight Bakke, The Unemployed Worker (New Haven, 1940), pp. 187,
349.
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iployed. He could not smother the conviction that his joblessness

IS the result of his own inadequacy.^

To be unemployed in an industrial society is the equivalent of

nishment and excommunication. A job established a man’s identity

•not only what other men thought of him but how he viewed him-

If; the loss of his job shattered his self-esteem and severed one of his

ost important ties to other men. Engulfed by feelings of inferiority,

e jobless man sought out anonymity. He withdrew from the associ-

ions he had had before he lost his job, even tried to escape the

mpany of friends and neighbors whose opinion he respected. With-

it work, without hope of work, he spent his days, in purposeless in-

:tivity. “These are dead men,” observed one writer. “They are ghosts

at walk the streets by day. They are ghosts sleeping with yesterday’s

iwspapers thrown around them for covers at night”^

Like a drowning swimmer struggling to keep his head above water,

e middle-class man fought frantically to maintain his social status,

ne who found a job after being unemployed remarked: “It all turned

It O.K., you see, and I kept my collar white.” Others did not do as

ell, like the Dubuque man whose wife burst into tears when, for the

"St time in his life, he donned overalls to go to work. Blue shirt or

bite, he exhausted all his resources before he would accept charity

• go on relief: he stopped his child’s music lessons; sold the wedding

imiture; sent his children to early Mass where few would notice

leir shabby dress.”*

2 Benjamin Glassberg, Across the Desk of a Relief Administrator (Chicago,

38), p. 18; Abram Kardiner, “The Role of Economic Security in the Adapta-
m of the Individual” The Family, XVII (1936), 187-197; Bakke, Un-
Iployed Worker, pp. 25-26; Mirra Komarovsky, The Unemployed Man and
is Family (New York, 1940), pp. 23-27. Gf. Edward Rundquist and Ray-
ond Sletto, Personality in the Depression (Minneapolis, 1936); Philip Eisen-

Tg and Paul Lazarsfeld, “The Psychological Effects of Unemployment,”
ychological Bulletin, XXXV (1938), 358-390.

3E. Wight Bakke, Citizens Without Work (New Haven, 1940), p. 14; Sol

iener Ginsburg, “What Unemployment Does to People,” American Journal
Psychiatry, XCIX (1942), 439-446; Tom Kromer, Waiting for Nothing

harden City, N.Y., 1935), p. 166. One character in a novel of the period

marked: “It’s funny, ain’t it, how we don’t work and yet we live?” Edward
aderson, Hungry Men (Garden City, N.Y., 1935), p. 66.

^ Bakke, Unemployed Worker, p. 212; Works Progress Administration, The
nsonal Side, by Jessie Bloodworth and Elizabeth J. Greenwood, under the

pervision of John Webb, mimeographed (Washington, 1939), p. 286; Helen
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Yet the day came when even the proudest family had to seek relief.

The failure of the First National Bank in one Midwestern town forced

twelve families on the county. When the bank collapsed, one woman,

shouting and sobbing, beat on the closed plate-glass doors; all of her

savings from a quarter of a century of making rag rugs had vanished.

A woman who had taught the fourth grade for fifty-two years lost

every penny she had set aside for her old age. Thousands of hard-

working, thrifty people now had no alternative but to make their way

to the relief office. “It took me a month,” said an Alabama lumber-

man. ‘T used to go down there every day or so and walk past the

place again and again.” A Birmingham engineer put it more directly:

“I simply had to murder my pride.”®

On May 12, 1933, Congress authorized a haLf-bilHon dollars in relief

money to be channeled by the federal government through state and

local agencies. Eight days later, the President annoimced his choice to

head the new Federal Emergency Relief Administration: the social

worker Hany Hopkins, who had directed relief operations under Roo-

sevelt in Albany. For a social worker, he was an odd sort. He belonged

to no church, had been divorced and analyzed, liked race horses and

women, was given to profanity and wisecracking, and had little pa-

tience with moralists. Joseph E. Davies said of him: “He had the purity

of St Francis of Assisi combined with the sharp shrewdness of a race

track tout.” A small-town Iowan, he had the sallow complexion of a

boy who had been reared in a big-city pool hall. The artist Peggy

Bacon set down in her sketchbook: “Pale urban-American type, ema-

nating an aura of chilly cynicism and defeatist irony like a moony,

melancholy newsboy selling papers on a cold night.” As he talked to

reporters—often out of the side of his mouth—^through thick curls of

cigarette smoke, his tall, lean body sprawled over his chair, his face

wry and twisted, his eyes darting and suspicious, his manner brusque,

iconoclastic, almost deliberately rude and outspoken, the cocksure

Hopkins seemed, .as Robert Sherwood later observed, “a profoundly

shrewd and faintly ominous man.” Virtually unknown when he took

office, his name would be a household word by the end of the year.

By Roosevelt’s second term, he would be the most powerful man in the

Wright, “The Families of the Unemployed in Chicago,” Social Service Review^
VIII (1934), 17-30; Eli Ginzberg et aL, The Unemployed (New York, 1943).

® Marquis Childs, “Main Street Ten Years After,” New Republic, LXXIII
(1933), 263; Lorena Hickok to Harry Hopkins, April 2, 1934, HopHns MSS.
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Iministration; in the war years, he would sit next to the throne, the

nfidant of Churchill, the emissary to Stalin.®

A half-hour after Hopkins left the White House, he placed a desk

the hallway of the RFC building. Amidst discarded packing cases,

ilping down endless rounds of black coffee and chain-smoking ciga-

ttes, he spent over five million dollars in his first two hours in oflBce.

I the next few months, he spent money like a Medici prince. Yet he

II was not doing enough. As winter approached, Hopkins recognized

at unless the government acted quickly, millions faced extreme pii-

ition.’'

When Hopkins explained to Roosevelt the critical need for emer-

ncy measures, the President authorized him to set up the Civil

orks Administration. Unlike the FERA, CWA was a federal oper-

ion from top to bottom; CWA workers were on the federal payroll,

lie agency took half its workers from relief rolls; the other half were

iople who needed jobs, but who did not have to demonstrate their

>verty by submitting to a “means’’ test. CWA did not give a relief

ipend but paid minimum wages. Hopkins, called on to mobilize in

le winter almost as many men as had served in the armed forces in

'orld War I, had to invent jobs for four million men and women
thirty days and put them to work. By mid-January, at its height,

e CWA employed 4,230,000 persons.®

In its brief span the CWA built or improved some 500,000 miles of

ads, 40,000 schools, over 3,500 playgrounds and athjetic fields, and

000 airports. Workmen renovated Montana’s State Capitol Building

id helped erect Pittsburgh’s Cathedral of Learning. The CWA em-

oyed fifty thousand teachers to keep rural schools open and to teach

lult education classes in the cities. It provided enough money to put

® Robert Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins (New York, 1948), pp. 3, 49;

*ggy Bacon, “Facts About Faces: IV. Harry Hopkins,” New Republic,

ixXII (1935), 7; Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming of the New Deal
Boston, 1959), pp. 265-266; Raymond Clapper, Watching the World (New
3rk, 1944), pp. 120—121; “Reminiscences of Will W. Alexander,” COHC, II,

9.

’'Harry Hopkins, Spending to Save (New York, 1936), pp. 97-107
;
Gertrude

iringer, “The New Deal and the Old Dole,” Survey Graphic, XXII (1933),
r7—352, 385, 388; Edward Ainsworth Williams, Federal Aid for Relief (New
3rk, 1939), pp. 58-66.
8 ‘Reminiscences—Civil Works Administration,” John Carmody MSS., Box

1

;
Sherwood, Hopkins, pp. 50—52; Louis Brownlow, A Passion for Anonymity

jhicago, 1958), pp. 286-288.
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back to work every teacher on Boston’s unemployed rolls. It hired three

thousand artists and writers, and used a variety of other special skills.

Opera singers toured the Ozarks; prehistoric mounds were excavated

for the Smithsonian Institution; ninety-four Indians restocked the

Kodiak Islands with snowshoe rabbits. The GWA pumped a billion

dollars of purchasing power into the saggiag economy.®

The CWA got the country through the winter. In Des Moines, men
raced to the store with their first pay, able for the first time in months

to shove cash instead of a grocery order across the counter. One Iowa

woman reported: “The first thing I did was to go out and buy a dozen

oranges. I hadn’t tasted any for so long that I had forgotten what they

were like.” On Christmas Eve, streets were crowded with wives of

CWA workers doing last-minute shopping for children who would

otherwise have awoke to a bleak Christmas morning. By midnight,

CWA employees in Columbus, Ohio, had swept bare the shelves of

shoestores. In February, a record-breaking cold wave chilled the coun-

try—56 below in northern New England, 14 below in New York City,

8 below in Richmond, snow and hail in Florida—and only the CWA
provided the margin of relief from cold and want.^®

Alarmed at how much CWA was costii^, Roosevelt ended it as

quickly as he could. He feared he was creating a permanent class of

reliefers whom he might never get off the government payroll. If

CWA were continued into the summer, the President told his advisers,

it would “become a habit with the coimtry. . . . We must not take

the position that we are going to have permanent depression in this

country, and it is very important that we have somebody to say that

quite forcefully to these people. . . . Nobody,” he added blandly, “is

going to starve during the warm weather. Revelations of corruption

reinforced Roosevelt’s determination. The CWA proved immensely

popular—^with merchants, with local officials, and with workers—and

® Henry Alsberg, America Fights the Depression (New York, 1934) ; Hopkins,
Spending to Save, pp. 108—125; Florence Peterson, “CWA: A Candid Ap-
praisal,” Atlantic Monthly, CLIII (1934), 587—590; Schlesinger, Coming of

New Deal, p. 270; Time, XXIII (February 5, 1934), 14; (February 19, 1934),
12; Corrington Gill, Wasted Manpower (New York, 1939), pp. 163-169.

^oLorena Hickok to Harry Hopkins, November 25, December 4, 1933, Hop-
kins MSS.; Louis Brownlow, Passion for Anonymity

^

p. 288; Sherwood, Hopkins^

pp. 53-55.

“Proceedings of the National Emergency Council, Dec. 19, 1933—April 18,
1936,” microfilm, FDRL, session of January 23, 1934.
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enate progressives such as Cutting and La Follette strongly protested

le death of the agency. But Roosevelt was adamant. On February 15,

[opkins began demobilization in the South, where weather was warm-

;t, and paced his pink slips with the northward move of the spring,

y early April, he had fired four million workers.

In the spring of 1934, the FERA took up the relief burden once

tore. It continued the CWA’s unfinished work projects; dispensed di-

ict relief; bailed out stranded coal towns like Dewmaine and Colp,

linois, where 95 per cent of the people were on relief; and, in the

)urse of aiding rural areas, experimented with long-term projects

ich as loans to farmers and even the creation of new communities,

elf-help projects employed jobless men and women in idle canning

lants or mattress factories. Most of the reliefers on works projects en-

iged in routine construction; FERA erected five thousand public

iiildings and seven thousand bridges, cleared streams, dredged rivers,

id terraced land. But Hopkins sought too to use the particular skills

F white-collar workers. The FERA taught over one and a half million

iults to read and write, ran nursery schools for children from low-

icome families, and helped one hundred thousand students to attend

>llege.^^

It was this highly imaginative white-collar program that drew the

lost heated criticism, especially after an aldermanic investigation in

few York revealed that an FERA official was teaching 150 men to

take “boondoggles,” such items as woven belts or linoleum-block

tinting. Ever after, “boondoggling”—the ofiScial claimed the term

ent back to pioneer days, but others insisted it had been invented by

fifteen-year-old Eagle Scout seven years before—sa:ved as the main

Dithet for critics of federal relief. Such disparagement threatened to

lake FERA a political liability, at the very same time that it was

tiling to give adequate relief. While the worker under CWA had

/eraged $15.04 a week, he received only $6.50 a week under FERA;
Loreover, he could get on FERA rolls only if he had first identified

imself as a reliefer and submitted to the humiliation of a “meains”

ist.

By the end of 1934, the government had spent over two billion dol-

Hopkins, Spending to Save, pp. 126-166; Conington Gill, Wasted Man-
7wer, pp. 169—175; Edward Ainsworth Williams, Federal Aid for Relief, pp.
^-265.
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lars on relief, and Roosevelt felt he had little to show for it. The wear

of five years of depression was adding new people to the welfare rolls

every day; some twenty million were receiving public assistance, and,

in drought-stricken South Dakota, one-third of the state depended on

the dole. Both Roosevelt and Hopkins believed the states should bear a

greater share of the burden, and both thought direct relief sapped the

morale of workers. “What I am seeking is the abolition of relief al-

tc^ether,” Roosevelt wrote Colonel House in November, 1934. “I can-

not say so out loud yet but I hope to be able to substitute work for

In January, 1935, Roosevelt proposed a gigantic program of emer-

gency public employment which would give work to three and a half

million jobless. They would receive more than the relief dole but less

tlian the prevailing wage so as not to “encourage the rejection of op-

portunities for private employment.’^ He would turn the remaining

million and a half on relief back to local charity as unemployables. The

dole, Roosevelt told Congress, was “a narcotic, a subtle destroyer of

the human spirit. ... I am not willing that the vitality of our people

be further sapped by the giving of cash, of market baskets, of a few

hours of weekly work cutting grass, raking leaves or picking up papers

in the public parks,” he declared. “The Federal Government must and

shall quit this business of relief.”^^

While Roosevelt’s proposal to spend almost five billion dollars on

work relief alarmed conservatives who favored the less costly dole, the

stiffest opposition came from men who felt the President was not ask-

ing enough. Roosevelt advocated setting men to work at a “security

wage” of roughly $50 a month, about twice what they would get as a

dole. The A.F. of L. feared that such a sum would undercut union

scales, and advocated paying reliefers according to the “prevzdling

wage scale” in the area. The fight for the “prevailing wage” united

New Deal liberals such as Wagner and Black with opportunists like

Huey Long, Father Coughlin, and Nevada’s silver-haired Pat McCar-

'^^Time, XXV (April 15, 1935), 14-16; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal,

pp. 278-280; FJ).R. to E. M. House, November 27, 1934, FDRL PPF 222,

Samuel Rosenman (ed.), The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.
Roosevelt (13 vols., New York, 1938-50), V, 19-21; Schlesinger, Coming of
New Deal, p. 294; Arthur Macmahon, John Millett, and Gladys Ogden, The
Administration of Federal Work Relief (Chicago, 1941), pp. 44-47; Daniel
Roper to E. M, House, June 12, 1934, House MSS.
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. Not until late March, after the Senate had first voted for the

Carran “prevailing wage” amendment, did it reverse itself and

ee to give the President “discretionary control” of relief wages, save

building projects. The Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of

5 authorized the greatest single appropriation in the history of the

ited States or any other nation. The law, which permitted Roose-

: to spend this huge sum largely as he saw fit, marked a significant

t of power from Congress to the President.^®

7he passage of the work relief bill touched off a no-holds-barred

Lt between Hopkins and Ickes for control of the nearly $5 billion,

es viewed Hopkins as an irresponsible spender who was not priming

pump but “just turning on the fire-plug.” Hopkins, in turn,

ught Ickes a crotchety sorehead: “He is also the ‘great resigner’

—

thing doesn’t go his way, threatens to quit. He bores me.” Ickes

>ed to revive the economy by large public works projects which

lid prime the pump through heavy capital expenditures.^® Hopkins,

the other hand, aimed at putting to work as many men as he could

3 were presently on relief. Since Roosevelt had to divide his billions

) three and a half million men, Hopkins’ approach—^which would

more men to work right away—^had the greater appeal. When the

sident arrived at a rule of thumb which split authority between

two men, it was Hopkins who won out

^erhaps Roosevelt’s decision was inevitable, but it was nonetheless

rettable. Since projects were chosen in which the cost of materials

1 negligible, housing was doomed. Since the Works Progress Ad-

listration, as Hopkins’ new agency was called, was not permitted

compete with private industry or to usurp regular governmental

•k, many WPA projects were make-work assignments of scant

le.^’^ Yet given the problem Hopkins confronted, he displayed re-

rkable ingenuity in much that he did. The WPA built or improved

James Burns, “Congress and the Formation of Economic Policies: Six Czise

lies” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. Harvard University, 1947), pp. 55-

Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 347 ; Harold Ickes, “My Twelve Years

L F.D.R.,” Saturday Evening Post, CXX (June 19, 1948), 30-31, 95-99;
•le Charles, “Harry L. Hopkins: New Deal Administrator, 1933-38” (un-

[ished PhD. dissertation, University of Illinois, 1953), p. 152; Harold Ickes

D.R., September 7, 1935, FDRL PSF 17.

In 1939, the agency’s name was changed to the Work Projects Administra-
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more than 2,500 hospitals, 5,900 school buildings, 1,000 airport landing

fields, and nearly 13,000 playgrounds. It restored the Dock Street

Theater in Charleston; erected a munificent ski lodge atop Oregon’s

Mount Hood; conducted art classes for the insane in a Cincinnati

hospital; drew a Braille map for the blind at Watertown, Massachu-

setts; and ran a pack-horse library in the Kentucky hills.^®

The WPA’s Federal Theatre Project employed actors, directors, and

other craftsmen to produce plays, circuses, vaudeville shows, and mari-

onette performances. To direct the project, Hopkins named the head

of Vassar’s Experimental Theatre, Hallie Flanagan. A classmate of

Hopkins’ at Grinnell, she had become an assistant to George Pierce

Baker and had won the first Guggenheim Fellowship granted a

woman. Outstanding theater people served as regional directors, in-

cluding the playwright Elmer Rice, the actor Charles Cobum, and the

critic Hiram Motherwell.

Far from being the rigidly bureaucratic operation critics had pre-

dicted, the Federal Theatre proved ready to experiment. It presented

Marlowe’s Dr. Faustus without scenery, using lighting to achieve ef-

fects, and offered Macbeth by an aU-Negro company in a Haitian lo-

cale. The Poetic Theatre staged T. S. Eliot’s Murder in the Cathedral

and Alfred ELre3nnborg’s production of W. H. Auden’s satirical verse

drama. Dance of Death. On the same night, the curtain rose on

twenty-one stages in eighteen cities on the first presentation of Sinclair

Lewis’ It Can't Happen Here; there were even versions in Yiddish

and Spanish. In New York, Lewis himself performed the role of his

hero, Doremus Jessup. The Federal Theatre’s most striking innovation,

the “Living Newspaper,” offered a kaleidoscopic dramatization of

contemporary social and political issues. Critics protested, not unjustly,

that “editions” like Power presented New Deal propaganda.

The Federal Theatre presented plays to many people who had never

seen a theatrical production. In April, 1936, a touring company gave

Twelfth Night in the town hall of Littleton, Massachusetts, Detroit

witnessed Liliom, and Asheville, North Carolina, saw Camille^ while

Los Angeles had a choice of attractions at six diffarent WPA theaters

ranging from Six Characters in Search of an Author to plays in

18 Federal Works Agency, Final Report on the WPA Program, 1935-A3
(Washington, 1946) ; Worli Progress Administration, Inventory (Washington,
1938) ; Grace Adams, Workers on Relief (New Haven, 1939), p. 101; Life, IV
(February 28, 1938), 41-47.
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French, Yiddish, and Mexican. On hot summer nights, youngsters

perched on benches in city parks to watch touring puppet companies

perform Punch and Judy or Jack and the Beanstalk, New York’s

Henry Street Playhouse had to call for police reserves to handle the

crowds who came to Dance Theatre productions. In four years, the

Federal Theatre played to an audience of some thirty million people.^®

The Federal Writers’ Project, under die direction of Henry Alsberg,

a former newspaperman and Provincetown Theatre director, turned

out about a thousand publications, including fifty-one state and ter-

ritorial guides; some thirty city guides; twenty regional guides such

as US, Maine to Florida, and The Oregon Trail; and such

special studies as the imaginative picture book Who^s Who in the

Zoo, The 150 volumes in the ‘*Life in America” series ranged from the

moving These Are Our Lines to Baseball in Old Chicago and em-

braced a notable seri« of ethnic studies, including The Italians of New
York, The Hopi, The Armenians of Massachusetts, and The Negro

in Firffnia. The projecl^, under the guidance of state directors like

Vardii Faher in Idaho, Rc» Santee in Arizona, and Lyle Saxon in

Louisiana, reflected the fascination of the thirties with the rediscovery

of regional lore, the delighted recapture of place names—Comcake
Inlet, Money Island, Frying Pan Shoals—and the retelling of long-

forgotten tales of Indian raids* The Project made use of the talents

of established writers such as Conrad Aiken, who wrote the description

of Deerfield for the Masiachusetts state guide, and new men like

John Cheever and Richard Wright, whose **Uncle Tom’s Children”

received the Slaty magazine prb^ for tihe best story by an FWP writer.

Commercial puhlishew were happy to print most of the guides, and

many of them sold exceptionally well* Congr«a in 1939 atelished the

Federal Tfiratre and allowed the other projects to continue only if

they found local sponsow who would bear 25 per cent of the cmt. The
Feclcral Writers* iWject prov^ its popularity when, to the amazement

of ito critics, every one of the forty-eight stat^ put up the required

aroaini*^

dfma {New York, 1940); Willson Whitman, Bread and

Cireuwf fNVw York, 19S7) ; “IFntmployed Arls,” Fortune, XV (May, 1937),

IIOj Morfl«*rAl Clnivllk, Mem Theatres for Old (New York, 1940), pp. 397«399,

443 - 441 ;
Theatre of the WFA: A Record of National

Affiwmllilifiirfil*** Bame Okwimr {Nwembtr, 1939), 2S0'~8l, 290; ‘Tootlightt,

fmlrml St#, iimpetX aLXXfIl (I9li), 626*

lllrlfli, Chdture for the WFA,” MarpefSt CLXXVIIX
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The Federal Art Project, directed by Holger Cahill, gave jobs to

unemployed artists, often men of modest talents, but there were gifted

painters too—Stuart Davis and Yasuo Kuniyoshi, Willem De Kooning

and Jackson Pollock, Charles Alston and Aaron Bohrod. At night, in

schools, in settlement houses, and in rural churches, hundreds of

teachers taught painting, clay modeling, weaving, and carving. To
prepare an Index of American Design, water-colorists and draftsmen

copied precisely and in vivid hues objects which had been used since

the first days of settlement—^andirons and skillets, cigar-store Indians

and ship’s figureheads. Although the distinguished British critic Ford

Madox Ford found the level of WPA art work “astonishingly high,”

much of the original painting was inevitably second rate. Yet the FAP,

and the special projects of the Treasury Department, revived the art

of mural decoration, which had been dead in the United States for

seventy-five years. Henry Vamum Poor reported: “What has hap-

pened and in such a short time is almost incredible. From a govern-

ment completely apathetic to art, we suddenly have a government

very art conscious. Public offices are decorated with fresh paintings

instead of old prints.” American painters were deeply influenced by

the Mexican muralists Rivera, Orozco, and Siqueiros—especially in

their forthright treatment of political and social subjects. “Mural art

can never be important,” wrote George Biddle, ‘Sinless it is interpreting

a great social and collective idea.” Applying the Mexican techniques

but drawing on native American themes, painters frescoed the walls

of schools and post oflices across the nation; “some of it good,” Roo-

sevelt commented, “some of it not so good, but all of it native, human,
eager, and alive—all of it painted by their own kind in their own
country, and painted about things that they know and look at often

and have touched and loved.”^^

(1939), 656; “Work of the Federal Writers’ Project of WPA,” Publishers^

Weekly, CXXXV (1939), 1130-1135; Time, XXXI (January 3, 1938), 55-56;
XXXVI (August 12, 1940), 64. Yet another WPA agency, the Historical

Records Survey, made inventories of manuscripts, pubhc records, and other
historical materials and turned out guides like the Index to Early American
Periodical Literature, 1728—1870, Robert Binkley, “The Cultural Program of
the W.P.A.,” Harvard Educational Review, IX (March, 1939), 156—174; Memo-
randum to Harry Hopkins, May 12, 1935, Hopkins MSS., “The President” file.

Cf. Willard Hogan, “The WPA Research and Records Program,” Harvard
Educational Review, XIII (1943), 52-62,

“Unemployed Arts,” p. 172; “Mr. Whiting. Interview given to American
Mag. of Art by Henry Vamum Poor,” n.d., Forbes Watson MSS.; George Biddle
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"he National Youth Administration aimed to help the millions of

ng Americans who found it even harder than other groups to find

k. “The young are rotting without jobs and there are no jobs/’

imented a Hopkins aide. Young men and women who had “grown

against a shut door/’ they not infrequently felt they had been bom
i a society where no one either valued them or cared, about them.^^

jy had a friend in court in the NYA’s director, Aubrey Williams

\labama. The grandson of a planter who had freed a thousand

es, he had gone to work in a factory at the age of six, had studied

1 Bergson at the Sorbonne, had had a try as a Lutheran lay

xcher, and had found himself in social work. In the next seven

rs, the NYA gave part-time employment to more than six hundred

isand college students and to over one and a half million high-

>ol pupils. Most of the student jobs were routine clerical assign-

its, but NYA directors tried to find work directly related to a

tent’s field: many history students found positions in the document

sions of state historical societies. Connecticut College women com-

d a code of social welfare laws, and University of Nebraska stu-

ts built an observatory and telescope. During this same period, the

A aided over 2-6 million jobless youth who were not in school.

ty built tuberculosis isolation huts in Arizona; repaired automobiles

T5fA workshops; raised a milking bam at Texas A. & M.; land-

)ed a park in Cheboygan, Michigan; renovated a schoolhouse in

elope, North Dakota; laid powdered blue-shale tennis courts in

)eka; and received vocational training at a model village in Passa-

luoddy, Maine. Although educators protested that the NYA would

xoy the independence of the schools, the government never at-

pted to exercise political control.^^

y predepression standards, Roosevelt’s works program marked a

.leaner Roosevelt, June 28, 1933, Biddle MSS.; Public Papers, X, 73-74;
jer Cahill, COHC; Cahill, tape recording. Archives of American Art, De-
Institute of Arts; Grace Overmyer, Government and the Arts (New York,

>), pp. 95-116.
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rles Taussig MSS., Box 6; George Rawick, “The New Deal and Youth”
)ublished PhD. dissertation. University of Wisconsin, 1957), pp. 64, 218 ff.;
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bold departure. By any standard, it was an impressive achievement. Yet

it never came close to meeting Roosevelt’s goal of giving jobs to all

who could work Of the some ten million jobless, the WPA cared for

not much more than three million. Workers received not “jobs” but

a disguised dole; their security wage amounted to as little as $19 a

month in the rural South. The President split up the billions among

so many different agencies—^the Department of Agriculture got $800

million of it—that Hopkins had only $1.4 billion to spend for WPA.
By turning the unemployables back to the states, he denied to the least

fortunate—^the aged, the crippled, the sick—a part in the federal pro-

gram, and placed than at the mercy of state governments, badly

equipped to handle them and often mdifferent to their plight.^^

Roosevelt’s social security program was intended to meet some of

the objections to his relief operations. In June, 1934, the President

had named a cabinet Committee on Economic Security, headed by

Frances Perkins, to develop a workable social insurance system. The
Committee, with little argument, approved a national system of con-

tributory old-age and survivors’ insurance. It had a much harder time

reaching agreement on the vexatious issue of unemployment compen-

sation. New Dealers like Wallace and Tugwell desired a national sys-

tem which would insure uniform standards in a country where workers

moved from state to state and where state governments were often

notoriously mismanaged, A group of reformers centered in Wisconsin,

which had the only existing unemployment compensation plan, urged

instead a joint national-state system, which would permit experimenta-

tion on a problem where many questions still had not been answered.

This Brandeisian approach, sponsored by one of the authors of the

Wisconsin plan, Paul Rauschenbush, and his wife, Elizabeth Brandeis,

the Justice’s daughter, won the committ^’s support, both because the

President favored it and because it had the further merit of being

more likely to meet a constitutional test before the Supreme Court.^®
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Thomas Kennedy, November 22, 1934, Lauck MSS., Correspondence; Eveline
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On January 11, 1935, President Roosevelt asked Congress for social

security legislation. That same day, the administration’s bill was in-

troduced in both houses of Congress by men who had felt keenly

the meaning of social insecurity. Robert Wagner, who steered the social

security measure through the Senate, was the son of a janitor; as an

immigrant boy, he had sold papers on the streets of New York. Mary-

land’s David Lewis, who guided the bill through the House, had gone

to work at nine in a coal mine. Illiterate at sixteen, he had taught

himself to read not only English but French and German; he had

learned French to verify a translation of Tocqueville. The aged, Davy
Lewis declared, were “America’s untouchables. . . . Even under slav-

ery, the owner did not deny his obligation to feed and clothe and

doctor the slaves, no matter what might happen to crops or to mar-

kets.”2«

Conservatives charged that the social security conception violated

the traditional American assumptions of self-help, self-denial, and in-

dividual responsibility. New Jersey’s Senator A. Harry Moore pro-

tested: “It would take all the romance out of life. We might as well

take a child from the nursery, give him a nurse, and protect him from

every experience that life affords.” Southerners worried about its

implications for race relations. “The average Mississippian,” wrote the

Jackson Daily News, “can’t imagine himself chipping in to pay pen-

sions for able-bodied Negroes to sit around in idleness on front gal-

leries, supporting all their kinfolks on pensions, while cotton and com
crops are crying for workers to get them out of the grass.”^^

Yet, as in the case of the relief bill, opposition to the measure

centered not in conservatives but in congressmen who argued that

the measure was too parsimonious. The Townsendites rallied behind

a proposal, filed by Representative John McGroarty, the poet laureate

of California, for monthly pensions of $200. They failed to win ap-

proval for their proposition, but they impressed Congress with the

need to adopt some kind of legislation which would quiet the demand

for old-age pensions. After voting down the McGroarty bill and the

Supplement (March, 1944), 199-211; Paul Douglas, Social Security in the

United States (New York, 1936), 3-68.

Fortune, XI (March, 1935), 116; Congressional Record, 74th Cong., 1st

Sess., p. 5687.

Literary Digest, CXIX (June 29, 1935), 5; Jackson (Miss.) Daily News,

June 20, 1935.
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yet more radical demand of Ernest Lundeen of Minnesota for costly

unemployment benefits to be distributed by elected committees of

workers, the House passed the social security measure in April, 371-33,

although only after every Republican save one had voted to recommit

it*^® In June the Senate approved the bill, and on August 15 the

President signed the measure.

The Social Security Act created a national system of old-age in-

surance in which most employees were compelled to participate. At the

age of sixty-five, workers would receive retirement annuities financed

by taxes on their wages and their employer's payroll; the benefits

would vary in proportion to how much they had earned. In addition,

the federal government offered to share equally with the states the care

of destitute persons over sixty-five who would not be able to take part

in the old-age insurance system. The act also set up a federal-state

system of unemployment insurance, and provided national aid to the

states, on a matching basis, for care of dependent mothers and chil-

dren, the crippled, and the blind, and for public health services.

In many respects, the law was an astonishingly inept and conserva-

tive piece of legislation. In no other welfare system in the world did

the state shirk all responsibility for old-age indigency and insist that

funds be taken out of the current earnings of workers. By relying on

regressive taxation and withdrawing vast sums to build up reserves,

the act did untold economic mischief. The law denied coverage to

numerous classes of workers, including those who needed security

most: notably farm laborers and domestics. Sickness, in normal times

the main cause of joblessness, was disregarded. The act not only failed

to set up a national system of unemployment compensation but did not

even provide adequate national standards.^®

Yet for all its faults the Social Security Act of 1935 was a new land-

mark in American history. It reversed historic assumptions about the

The Daily Worker^ which backed the Lundeen bill, denounced Roosevelt’s

social security proposal as “one of the biggest frauds ever perpetrated on the

people of this country.” Daily Worker, June 20, 1935.
29 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 308—315; Twentieth Century Fund,

More Security for Old Age (New York, 1937) ;
Margaret Grant, Old-Age Se-

curity (Washington, 1939) ; Abraham Epstein, “Our Social Insecurity Act,”
Harper’s, CLXXII (1935), 55—66; Eveline Bums to Edward Costigan, February
20, 1935, Grace Abbott to Costigan, February 25, 1936, Lincoln Filene to Felix

Frankfurter, April 29, 1935, Costigan MSS., V.F. 4. Cf. Lewis Meriam, Relief
and Social Security (Washington, 1946).
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ture of social responsibility, and it established the proposition that

e individual has clear-cut social rights. It was framed in a way that

thstood tests in the courts and changes of political mood. ‘‘I guess

u’re right on the economics,” Roosevelt conceded when told that

5 employee contributions were a mistake, “but those taxes were

ver a problem of economics. They are politics all the way through,

e put those payroll contributions there so as to give the contributors

legal, moral, and political right to collect their pensions and their

.employment benefits. With those taxes in there, no damn politician

n ever scrap my social security program.”^

Not only did Harold Ickes come out second best in his battle with

3pkins for control of relief act funds; he soon found that he had to

[>tect the PWA from the President’s urge to wipe it out altogether,

Lce Roosevelt was unpersuaded by Ickes’ claims for the indirect eco-

mic benefits of large-scale public works. Yet if Ickes got meager

momic returns, he proved to be a builder to rival Cheops. From
33 to 1939, PWA helped construct some 70 per cent of the country’s

w school buildings; 65 per cent of its courthouses, city halls, and sew-

e plants; 35 per cent of its hospitals and public health facilities.

VA made possible the electrification of the Pennsylvania Railroad

m New York to Washington and the completion of Philadelphia’s

th Street Station. In New York, it helped build the Triborough

idge, the Lincoln Tunnel, and a new psychiatric ward at Bellevue

)spital. It gave Texas the port of Brownsville, linked Key West to

; Florida mainland, erected the superbly designed library of the

liversity of New Mexico, and spanned rivers for Oregon’s Coastal

ghway. Under PWA allocation, the Navy built the aircraft carriers

>rktown and Enterprise, the heavy cruiser Vincennes, and numerous

ler light cruisers, destroyers, submarines, gimboats, and combat

ines; the Army Air Corps received grants for more than a hundred

mes and over fifty military airports.®^

The PWA’s work in slum clearance and low-cost housing proved

® Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 308-309. See Frances Perkins, The
osevelt I Knew (New York, 1946), pp. 188-189; 282—285; Alvin David,
Id-Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance: Twenty-Five Years of Progress,”

lustrial and Labor Relations Review, XIV (1960) , 10—23.

Public Works Administration, America Builds (Washington, 1939) ; Harold
:es. Back to Work (New York, 1935) ; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp.
7-288; Grace Adams, Workers on Relief, pp. 100—101.
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disappointing. Ickes, hoping to outwit land speculators and greedy

corporations, approved only seven projects out of hundreds of appli-

cations from limited-dividend corporations. When he decided the only

way to get decent housing was for the government to build it itself,

he was hamstrung by a Circuit Court ruling that the government could

not claim the right of eminent domain to acquire land for federal

housing.®^ In its first four and a half years, the PWA built or started

only forty-nine projects with a total of less than 25,000 residential

units. Ickes himself confided to his diary in June, 1936, after a tour

of the PWA housing projects in Chicago: “From what I saw and

heard I was very much disappointed with the progress that has been

made. There isn’t any doubt that something is wrong in the Housing

Division, in fact, has been wrong for a long time. We are not getting

results.”®^

Unhappy with the PWA’s performance, a small corps of reformers

centered in New York called for the creation of a separate federal

agency which would undertake low-cost housing as a permanent gov-

ernment activity. They got little help from Roosevelt. A man with

small love for the city, and less for the housing reformers, with their

cold calculations about plumbing requirements and unit costs, he

never shared the enthusiasm of the proponents of model tenements.

The main drive for a federal housing act came not from the White

House but from Senator Wagner, who introduced legislation in the

Senate, and from the urban reformers: social workers like Mary
Simkhovitch, housing experts like Catherine Bauer, labor leaders like

John Edelman, and local oflBcials like New York City’s Housing Com-
missioner, Langdon Post.®*

Franklin Roosevelt thought of his housing program less as a way to

aid slum dwellers than as a way to revive a sick industry—nearly a

third of the jobless were in the building trades—and one which would

have incalculable effects on other industries from cement to electrical

32 United States zf. Certain Lands in the City of Louisville, 78.F. (2d) 684
(C.C.A. 6th Gir. 1935).

33 Harold Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold Ickes (3 vols., New York, 1954),
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)pliances. He had far less faith in public housing than in government

icouragement of private ventures. Under the National Housing Act

1934, a new agency, the Federal Housing Administration, insured

ans made by private lending institutions to middle-income families

I repair and modernize their homes or to build new homes. Home
id business modernization proved an outstanding success, but the

>Te of the program, which aimed at new home construction, moved
Liggishly. Roosevelt made the strange appointment of the conservative

1 ^ecutive James Moffett to head the agency, and Moffett placed a

itired New York banker, who was unsympathetic to the FHA, in

large of new home construction. Not until 1938, after the act had

sen liberalized and new men appointed, did the potentialities of

HA as a home-building agency begin to be realized.^® Meanwhile,

Liblic housing foundered. When Moffett charged that the program

:kes proposed for massive low-cost housing would “wreck a 21-billion-

Dllar mortgage market and undermine the nation’s real estate values,”

oosevelt sided with Moffett.*®

For two years, Senator Wagner got nowhere in his attempt to win

pproval for his federal housing bill. In 1936, the Senate passed the

leasure, but it died in House committee. In 1937, Wagner made a

sw try, and on August 6, despite objections from rural senators that

le bill would benefit chiefly the great northern cities, the Senate once

lore passed the measure. Once again, it seemed that the House would

ill the bill, but now Roosevelt swung his weight behind it, even

lough he still felt little enthusiasm for the measure and was annoyed

Y the prickly, squabbling, impolitic housing reformers. The President’s

ipport proved decisive. Henry Steagall, chairman of the House com-

littee, thought the measure both socialistic and financially reckless.

Lit he reported the bill out from a sense of party loyalty. The House

nally approved the bill, and on September 1 the President signed it.

he Wagner-Steagall Housing Act created the United States Housing

uthority as a public corporation under the Department of the In-

35 Pearl Janet Davies, Real Estate in American History (Washington, 1958),

p. 178-180; Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers, pp. 158—161.
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terior, and made available $500 million in loans for low-cost housing.

By the end of 1940, ahnost 350 USHA projects had been completed

or were under construction. But, like many other New Deal operations,

the federal housing venture was notable more because it created new

precedents for government action than for the dimensions of its

achievements. Measured by the needs, or by the potentialities, Roo-

sevelt’s public housing program could make only modest claims.®^

Franklin Roosevelt responded with much greater warmth to chimer-

ical plans to remove slum dwellers to the countryside than he did to

schemes for urban renewal. The President, Tugwell has written, “al-

ways did, and always would, think people better off in the country and

would regard the cities as rather hopeless. . . .” Roosevelt, who had

experimented when Governor with marrying agriculture and industry

in a “rural industrial group,” instructed Senator Bankhead to write

an appropriation for subsistence homesteads into the NIRA. The chief

of the Subsistence Homestead Division, M. L. Wilson, envisioned the

projects as “a middle class movement for selected people, not the top,

not the dregs,” for Americans who were not “white-lighters,” and who
felt themselves “outcasts of the jazz-industrial age.”*®

The New Deal built about a hundred communities, mostly all-rural

farm colonies like Penderlea Homesteads in North Carolina or in-

dustrial subsistence settlements like Austin Homesteads in Minnesota.

The one experiment which caught public attention was the Arthurdale

project at Reedsville, West Virginia, in the depressed mountain

coal country. The personal pet of Louis Howe and of Mrs. Roosevelt,

who spent thousands of dollars of her own money, Arthurdale proved

an expensive failure. “We have been spending money down there like

drunken sailors,” Ickes lamented.*® Although the leaders of the move-

ment believed they were affording people the opportunity to escape

the evils of a vulgar industrial society, the subsistence homesteads which

proved most successful were precisely those, such as El Monte near

^’'McDonnell, Wagner Housing Act, Chs. 4-15; Robert Wagner to Edith

Elmer Wood, May 7, 1937, Wagner MSS.; Catherine Bauer, "Now, at Last:

Housing” New Republic, XCII (1937), 119-121.
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(OS Angeles and Longview in the Columbia River valley, which

uickly took on the character of any suburban subdivision. As soon as

le pall of the early depression years lifted, people hurried to get back

ito the “real” world of the bustling city streets. Ostensibly experi-

lental and utopian, the subsistence homesteads movement soon

iemed rather a quest for an ark of refuge, an indication of the despair

f the early thirties.'^

Ironically, at the very time the New Deal was celebrating the rural

iyll, the country was beginning to learn some of the desperate facts of

Liral life. The novels of Erskine Caldwell—especially Tobacco Road,

^hich became a long-running Broadway play—^books like Caldwell

nd Margaret Bourke Whitens You Have Seen Their Faces, which

bowed pictures of the sharecropper with his rickety children, his

langy dogs, his prematurely aged wife; James Agee’s sensitive Let

Is Now Praise Famous Men, with photographs by Walker Evans; and

iich newspaper reports as Frazier Hunt’s in the New York World-

^elegram in 1935 all opened the nation’s eyes to the misery of the

barecropper. The croppers he saw in the South, Hunt wrote, re-

ciinded him of Chinese coolies working alongside of the South Man-
hurian railroad, save that in China he never had seen children in the

ields. These people “seemed to belong to another land than the

toerica I knew and loved,”^’-

The New Deal was not to blame for the social system it inherited,

ut New Deal policies made matters worse. The AAA’s reduction of

otton acreage drove the tenant and the cropper from the land, and

andlords, with the connivance of local AAA committees which they

lominated, cheated tenants of their fair share of benefits.^^ When

Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, pp. 111—112; Schlesinger, Coming of

Jew Deal, pp. 371-372. Illuminating studies of the experiments are Edward
tanfield, Government Project (Glencoe, 111., 1951); Russell Lord and Paul

ohnstone (eds.), A Place on Earth (Washington, 1942); Paul Wager, One
'oot on the Soil (University, Ala., 1945); G. S. Wehrwein, “An Appraisal of

Lesettlement,” Journal of Farm Economics, XIX (1937), 190-202; Raymond
)uggan, A Federal Resettlement Project: Granger Homesteads (Washington,

937).
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tiison Davis, Burleigh Gardner, and Mary Gardner, Deep South (Chicago,



138 FRANKLIN D. RCKDSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

Norman Thomas and others called these abuses to Roosevelt’s at-

tention, he counseled patience. He had enough on his hands trying to

administer a vast mobilization to restore farm prosperity, and he did

not propose to attempt to revolutionize social relations in the South.

Even the bolder New Deal spirits feared to jeopardize the rest of

their program by antagonizing powerful conservative southern senators

like Joe Robinson of Arkansas.^^

It was in Arkansas that croppers and farm laborers, driven to re-

bellion by the hardhanded tactics of the landlords and the AAA com-

mittees, established the Southern Tenant Farmers’ Union in July,

1934. Under Socialist leadership, the farmers, Negro and white—some

of the whites had been Klansmen—organized in the region around

Tyronza. The landlords struck back with a campaign of terrorism.

“Riding bosses” hunted down imion organizers like runaway slaves;

union members were flogged, jailed, shot—some were murdered.^

The wife of a sharecropper from Marked Tree wrote: “We Garded

our House and been on the scout untill we are Ware out, and Havent

any Law to looks to. thay and the Land Lords hast all turned to nite

Riding. . . . thay shat up some Houses and have Threten our Union

and Wont let us Meet at the HaU at all.”*® Queried by a reporter

about the violence, one Arkansan responded: “We have had a pretty

serious situation here what with the mistering of the niggers and stir-

ring them up to think the Government was going to give them forty

acres.”*®

Even more tragic was the experience of the migrant farmers. Trac-

tored off their land, some of the “Arkies,” and even more of the

“Okies,” whose farms had blown away in the dust storms, trekked

westward to the orange groves and lettuce fields of the Pacific Coast.

By the end of the decade, a million migrants, penniless nomads in end-

1941), pp. 283-284, 346-347; Harold Hoffsommer, “The AAA and the Crop-
per,” Social Forces, XIII (1935), 494--502.
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caravans of overburdened jalopies bursting with half-clad tow-

ied children, had overrun small towns in Oregon and Washington

pressed into the valleys of California. Their dust-covered Hudson

tering westward along Highway 66, the Joads of John Steinbeck’s

Grapes of Wrath symbolized thousands of Americans uprooted

1 their farms, turning to the lotus lands of the West only, when

came to the end of their weary odyssey, to be drowned in a sea of

tp labor, exploited by the great orchards, hounded by sheriffs, their

irty a badge of shame.**^

i the halls of the Department of Agriculture, Jerome Frank and his

s pleaded the cause of the politically voiceless sharecroppers and

nts. They found AAA Director Chester Davis sympathetic to their

» even though, like his predecessor Peek, he thought the main pur-

; of the Triple A was farm recovery rather than overhauling the

1 power structure. Davis even insisted, over the objections of the

Lters, that the 1934-35 cotton contract stipulate that the landlord

in the same number of tenant units he had in 1933. But this did

go far enough for the Frank group. Alger Hiss of the Legal Di-

n drafted an opinion, approved by Frank, which required planters

stain the same individuals as tenants during the life of the contract,

Frank had the new edict circulated while Davis was out of town,

sn Davis returned, he canceled the directive and, furious at the

nners, demanded a showdown. With the backing of Roosevelt and

lace, he wiped out the office of General Counsel and ousted Frank,

dner Jackson, Lee Pressman, Frank Shea, and Frederic Howe.

who, oddly, was not on Davis’ elimination list, resigned. Liberals

red the “purge” of the Frank faction as the end of an era, the

nph of the planters and processors over the advocates of a “social

00k in agricultural policy.”^
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In April, 1935, shortly after the pxu^e of the Frank group, Presi-

dent Roosevelt set up the Resettlement Administration to meet the

problem of rural poverty, and named the leader of the agrarian re-

formers, Rexford Tugwell, to head the operation. The RA took over

the rural rehabilitation and land programs that Harry Hopkins had

initiated with the FERA, as well as the subsistence homestead projects.

Tugwell had scant sympathy with the homestead colonies, which he

thought anachronistic; the apple of his eye was the “greenbelt” town.

He built three of them—^near Washington, D.G., Cincinnati, and Mil-

waukee—entirely new towns, located close to employment and girdled

by green countryside. These greenbelt communities, which reflected

the ideas of the English garden-city advocate Ebenezer Howard, and

the experiment of Ammcan urban planners at Radbum, New Jersey,

attracted more attention from foreign visitors than any New Deal

project save TVA.**®

Tugwell’s chief assignment was not communitarianism but resettle-

ment; he sought to move impoverished farmers from submarginal land

and give them a fresh start on good soil with adequate equipment and

expert guidance. But he never had enough money to do very much.

The RA, which planned to move 500,000 families, actually resettled

4,441. A program on this scale hardly began to meet the problems of

the cropper and tenant farmer. Some of the southern leaders, disturbed

in part by the threat posed by Huey Long, had begun to appreciate

the need to take more effective action. When a group of humanitarian

reformers centered in the Rosenwald Fund came up with a proposal

(drafted by Professor Frank Tannenbaum) to benefit the southern

tenant, they found a sponsor in Alabama’s Senator Bankhead.®^ The
Bankhead bill, first introduced in 1935, aimed to help tenant farmers

and farm laborers become landowners; it reflected the reformers’ faith

in the Jeffersonian dream of the yeoman farmer and the Latin Ameri-
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mist Tannenbaum’s familiarity with Mexico’s experiment in con-

Jiting peons into peasant proprietors. Southern conservatives objected

lat the proposal was revolutionary, and radicals protested that it

ould set up a caste of peasantry like Hitler^s nohel Bauern^ But

hen it received the blessing of the President’s Special Committee on

arm Tenancy in 1937, Congress quickly gave its approval.

Under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenancy Act of 1937, a new
^ency, the Farm Security Administration, which replaced the RA,
ctended rehabilitation loans to farmers, granted low-interest, long-

rm loans to enable selected tenants to buy family-size farms, and

ded migrants, especially by establishing a chain of sanitary, well-run

dgratory labor camps. The FSA was the first agency to do anything

ibstantial for the tenant farmer, the sharecropper, and the migrant;

f the end of 1941, it had spent more than a billion dollars, much of

,
to be sure, in the form of loans which it expected to be repaid.

; plowed new ground when it helped launch medical-care co-oper-

tives, and reaped the anger of Twin Cities grain dealers when it lent

loney to co-operatives to buy grain elevators. At the risk of its politi-

d life, the FSA was scrupulously fair in its treatment of Negroes,

et, for all this, it did not measure up to the dimensions of the prob-

m it faced. The main boast of the FSA—^that the rate of repayment

F its loans was impressively high—suggested that the FSA did not

ig vary deeply into the problem of rural poverty.®^ The FSA had no

olitical constituency—croppers and migrants wa:^ often voteless or

larticulate—while its enemies, especially large farm corporations that

anted cheap labor and southern landlords who objected to FSA aid

) tenants, had powerful representation in Congress. The FSA’s op-

onents kept its appropriations so low that it was never able to ac-

>mplish anything on a massive scale.

In the winter of 1939, although the great peregrination had passed

s peak, one stiU saw families huddled over fires along western high-

ays. The highway filling station, bringing together settled and mi-

Frank Tannenbaum to Will Alexander, April 26, 1935, Tannenbaum MSS.;
enjamin Marsh to editors of The Nation, CXL (1935), 482; T.R.B., “Wash-
Lgton Notes,” New Republic, LXXXVII ( 1936) ,

352.

52 Jerry Voorhis, Confessions of a Congressman (Garden City, N.Y., 1948),

127-132; Myrdal, American Dilemma, pp. 274-275; Richard Sterner, The
egro*s Share (New York, 1943), pp. 295-309; Grant McConnell, The De-
ine of Agrarian Democracy (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1953), p. 205, n. 16.
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gratory characters, was the scene of the depression epic.®® Here

stopped the Joads on their way west on Highway 66, 'here the trans-

continental buses refueled in a cycle of films of lonely pilgrimages. If

in the representative novel of the twenties the hero goes to the small-

town depot to board the train to the city full of promise, in the rep-

resentative novel of the thirties he is left alone on a highroad thumbing

his way to an unknown destination. At the end of Dos Passes’ U.SA.,

young Vag stands, famished and footsore, at the edge of a highway,

with no hope or aim save to make his way “a hundred miles down the

road.”®^ As the depression years wore on, the jobless adapted to a

kind of purposeless motion, like the music in the favorite song of the

day that went ’round and around, like the marathon dancers who

shuffled lifelessly around the dance floor barely able to keep their

bodies moving, like the six-day bike riders who spun endlessly around

an oval track, anesthetizing spectators by the relentless monotony of

the circular grind.®®

By the end of Roosevelt’s first term, many had come to believe that

there would be a permanent army of unemployed. Even before he took

ofiice, skeptics had queried whether full employment would ever re-

turn. By 1934, Raymond Moley was writing: “We are going to keep

on providing relief—^probably permanently,” and one of Hopkins’

Keutenants reported: “It looks as though we’re in this relief business

for a long, long time. . . . The majority of those over 45 probably

will NEVER get their jobs back.” By 1936, Hopkins had accommodated

himself to the idea that even if “prosperity” returned, at least four or

five million would be jobless.®® Like Great Britain after World War I,

the United States, it seemed, had achieved for millions of its citizens a

permanent plateau of unemployment.

®^John Dos Passes, Fortune Heights, in Three Flays (New York, 1934);
Irving Bernstein, The Lean Years (Boston, 1960), p. 324. AH the action in

Robert Sherwood’s The Petrified Forest takes place in the Black Mesa Filling

Station and Bar-B-Q in eastern Arizona.

John Dos Passes, The Big Money (New York, 1936), p. 561.
s5“For Six Days,” Fortune, XI (March, 1935), 88; Horace McCoy, They

Shoot Horses, Don^t They? (New York, 1935).
Bernstein, Lean Years, p. 479; William Dodd to Richard Crane, August 2,

1932, Dodd MSS., Box 40; Raymond Moley, “Saving Men and Building the
Nation,” Today, I (February 24, 1934), 13; Lorena Hickok to Hopkins, April

25, 1934, Hopkins MSS.; Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Politics of Upheaval
(Boston, 1960), pp. 357-358.



CHAPTER 7

The Second Hundred Days

ROM the very first, the New Dealers were haunted by the fear that

the Supreme Court would hold reform legislation unconstitutional,

ir members of the bench—^James McReynolds, George Sutherland,

ilis Van Devanter, and Pierce Butler—^were tenacious conservatives,

my one of the remaining five justices joined these four, the whole

V Deal program might be impaired. Louis Brandeis, the scholastic

ijamin Gardozo, and the warm, wide-ranging Harlan Fiske Stone

ned safely in the liberal camp, but there were limits to how great

extension of government power even they would appjrove. More

:ly to join the conservatives were the two justices who occupied

Idle ground: the Jovelike Chief Justice, Charles Evans Hughes,

I Owen Roberts, at fifty-eight the youngest member of the Court,

f the Court pursued the line of reasoning it had followed for much
the past decade, all was lost. The administration hoped it would

open to a different conception: that the depression constituted, in

tice Brandeis’ words, “an emergency more serious than war.”^ Con-

[lently. New Deal lawyers festooned early legislation with “emer-

cy clauses.” When the Court in January, 1934, in a 5-4 decision

tten by Chief Justice Hughes, upheld a Minnesota moratorium on

rtgages, it indicated it might be receptive to such a view of the

ression. “While emergency does not create power,” Hughes stated,

lergency may furnish the occasion for the exercise of power.”^ Two

New State Ice Co. v. Liebmann, 285 U.S. 306 (1932).

Home Building & Loan Association v, Blaisdell et al., 290* U.S. 426. Cf.
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months later, in another 5-4 decision, the Court, speaking through

Justice Roberts, sustained a New York law which created a board

empowered to set minimum and maximum retail prices for milk. To

the horror of conservatives, Roberts declared: “Neither property rights

nor contract rights are absolute.’*^ The two decisions. Justice Mc-

Reynolds wrote James Beck, meant “the end of the Constitution as

you and I regarded it. An Alien influence has prevailed.”**

Both these cases involved state laws; not until 1935 did a federal

statute reach the Court. In January, 1935, the administration paid the

price for its sleepy procedures in delegating powers and issuing edicts

when the Court, despite a vigorous dissent by Cardozo, invalidated

the “hot oil” provisions of the NIRA.^ In February, the administration

had a close call. The Court found the government’s repudiation of the

gold clause in government bonds both unconstitutional and immoral,

yet ruled, 5-4, that bondholders were not entitled to sue for reimburse-

ment “As for the Constitution, it does not seem too much to say that

it is gone,” fumed Justice McReynolds, one of the dissenters. “Shame

and humiliation are upon us now.”^ The majority, fearful that a de-

cision in favor of the plaintiffs would have meant financial chaos, was

vexed at having been coerced into upholding legislation it thought in-

valid and imjust Commentators predicted the Court would seize the

first opportunity to right the scales.^ Eleven weeks later. Justice Roberts

sent a chill through New Dealers when he joined the conservatives to

find the Railroad Pension Act unconstitutional in yet another 5-4

decision.® The future of the New Deal appeared to rest on the mind

Jane Perry Clark, “Emergencies and the Law,” Political Science Quarterly,
XLIX (1936), 268—283; George Sutherland to W. D. Anderson, September 21,
1935, Sutherland MSS., Box 5.

sNebbia z;. New York, 291 U.S. 523 (1934).
* Morton Keller, In Defense of Yesterday (New York, 1958), p. 254.
5 Panama Refining Co. v, Ryan, 293 U.S. 388. As a result of well-founded

criticism of administrator-made law, the government laimched the Federal
Register^ v^ch printed federal orders with the force of law.

8 Perry v. United States, 294 U.S. 330, and other cases. Cf. Carl Brent
Swisher (ed.), Selected Papers of Homer Cummings (New York, 1939), pp.
106-121; items in James McReynolds MSS., Folder H-2, Charles Evans Hughes
MSS., Box 157; John Dawson, “The Gk>ld-Clause Decisions,” Michigan Law
Review, XXXIII (1935), 647-684.

7T.R.B., “Washington Notes,” New Republic, LXXXII (1935), 100: Time,
XXV (February 25, 1935), 11.

« RJEl. Retirement Board v. Alton R.R. Co., 295 U.S. 330.
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Mr. Justice Roberts^ and many feared he was permanently lost.

3n Black Monday, May 27, 1935, the guillotine fell. In a unani-

xis 9-0 decision in the “sick chicken” case, the Court struck down
; National Industrial Recovery Act. In 1934, the Schechter brothers,

>oklyn poultry jobbers, had been convicted of violating the NRA’s

'^e Poultry Code on several counts, including selling diseased chickens

i violating the code’s wage and hour stipulations. On two separate

unds, the Court questioned the constitutional basis for the prosecu-

a of the Schechters. The NIRA’s sweeping delegation of legislative

ver, declared Justice Cardozo, was “delegation running riot.” Fur-

jimore, the Court found the Schechters’ business was in intrastate

nmerce; hence the federal government had no authority to regulate

rking conditions in the firm.^ In London, the Daily Express head-

ed: “AMERICA stunned; ROOSEVELT’s TWO YEARS’ WORK KILLED IN

^NTY MINUTES.” Not only had the Court destroyed Roosevelt’s in-

jtrial recovery program but, by its narrow interpretation of the

nmerce clause, it threatened the remainder of the New Deal.’^®

Fhe Schechter decision dumfounded Roosevelt. “Well, where was

n Cardozo?” the President asked. “And what about old Isaiah

osevelt was grieved to learn that both Cardozo and Brandeis had

ted with the conservative members of the bench. At an unusual press

iference, he unburdened himself to reporters. He called the impli-

ions of the Schechter ruling more important than any since the

ed Scott case, and protested that the nation had been “relegated to

; horse-and-buggy definition of interstate commerce.” Many com-

ntators claimed Roosevelt was relieved by the decision, for it freed

' A. L. A- Schechter Poultry Corp. et al. v. United States, 295 U.S. 553. Cf.

bert Stem, “The Commerce Clause and the National Economy, 1933-1946,”

ward Law Review, LIX (1946), 659-664; E. S. Corwin, “Tlie Schechter

se—^Landmark or What?” New York University Law Quarterly Review, XIII

)36), 151-190.
LO Literary Digest, CXIX (June 8, 1935), 12; Nicolas Molodovsky, “Grandeur
decadence du New-Deal : II.—^La mort de TAigle bleu,” UEurope Nouvelle^

/^III (1935), 714-718. That same day, the Court found the Erazier-Lemke

rtgage act invalid, and ruled, to Roosevelt’s intense annoyance, that he
lid not remove members of independent regulatory commissions save as Con-
iss provided. Louisville Joint Stock Land Bank v. Radford, 295 U.S. 555;
imphrey’s Executor v. U.S., 295 U.S. 602. Cf. Eugene Gerhart, Americans

^vacate: Robert H. Jackson (Indianapolis, 1958), p. 99.

Gerhart, Jackson, p. 99. Brandeis’ friends commonly referred to him as

aiah.”
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him of an albatross. In fact, the President believed deeply in the NRA
approach and never gave up trying to restore it.^^

The Schechter verdict climaxed a disastrous five months for Roo-

sevelt. Although the President had apparently won a smashing victory

in the November, 1934, elections, the new Congress had passed only a

single piece of legislation—^the work relief bill—and had taken the

reins from him in foreign affairs. By March, government was at a

standstill. “Once more,” wrote Walter Lippmann, “we have come to a

period of discouragement after a few months of buoyant hope. Polly-

anna is silenced and Cassandra is doing all the talking.” Roosevelt

seemed uncertain where he was headed, barely able to manage an

unruly Congress, and downright contrary in his refusal to indicate his

main line of direction. The historian Arthur Schlesinger wrote him

plaintively: “I find it more and more difficult to stand by you and your

program because I know less and less about what is going on.” In

1934, H. G. Wells had been thrilled by Roosevelt’s leadership and by

the possibilities of a “more rational social order.” In 1935, Wells felt

that the Coughlins and Longs had taken the play away from him, and

the President seemed to be markii^ time.^®

Despite the radical character of the 1934 elections, Roosevelt was

still striving to hold together a coalition of all interests, and, despite

rebuffs from businessmen and the conservative press, he was still seek-

ing earnestly to hold business support. Some observers believed he

hoped to ward off the threat of the Longs, Coughlins, and Townsends

in 1936 not by reform measures but by encouraging new investment

so that he could face the country in the next campaign with a record

of having restored prosperity. In a period of a few weeks, he sided with

^2 Samuel Rosenman (ed-), The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.

Roosevelt (13 vols., 1938-50), IV, 205. Gf. FDR. to Hugo Black, June 3, 1935,

FDRL OF 372; Frances Perldns, GOHC, VII, 54 fF.; Donald Richberg memo-
randum to FDR., May 1, 1935, FDRL PPF 466.

13 New York Herald-Tribunej March 9, 1935; Schlesinger to F.D.R., May 8,

1935, FDRL PPF 2501 ; H. G. Wells, The New Amenca: The New World (Lon-

don, 1935), pp. 35—51. Another British writer observed: “The first half of

1935 has brought, in relation to Mr. Roosevelt and his personal standing, a

revulsion in the public feeling such as cotild hardly have been anticipated at

the time of the election last November.” S. K. Ratcliffe, “The New American
Demagogues,” Fortnightly, n.s. GXXXVII (1935), 674-fi75. Gf. Key Pittman

to F.D.R., February 19, 1935, FDRL PPF 745; FD.R. to E.M. House, Feb-

ruary 16, 1935, FDRL PPF 222.
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yers in key labor disputes; supported the ouster of agrarian re-

rs from the AAA; backed the leader of private housing interests

iispute over public housing; and opposed the ‘‘prevailing wage”

iment to the work relief bill.

seemed to fear the conservatives less than the spenders and in-

ists. When he broke precedent to go personally up to Congress

iver a vigorous veto of the inflationary Patman bonus bill, he

id for all the world like Grover Cleveland venting his indigna-

t the Silver Purchase Act. Roosevelt’s actions left his progressive

ers in a quandary. They could not countenance his conservative

e, yet they feared to break with him because they anticipated

-t any moment he might take charge of the reform movement
had in the past. The liberal publisher J. David Stem wrote the

House : “I don’t want to make the same mistake that was made
race Greeley, who turned on President Lincoln during the sec-

iar of his Administration, because Greeley did not think he was

enough,—and look what history did to Lincoln and to Gree-

vas less the dismay of Roosevelt’s progressive supporters than

ss’ own actions that led him to question the viability of the all-

illiance. At its convention in early May, the U.S. Chamber of

lerce broke with Roosevelt and denounced the New Deal. The
ent, wounded by the attacks, commented: “Of course, the in-

ig thing to me is that in all of these speeches made, I don’t be-

there was a single speech which took the human side, the

e side, the unemployment side.”^® Senate progressives, led by La
:e, seized the opportunity to instruct Roosevelt on the need for

departure. At a White House conference on the night of May
ty told the President bluntly that the time had come for him to

leadership. Early in May, Frankfurter had written Brandeis: “If

usiness could become still more articulate in its tme feelings to-

F.D.R. so that even his genial habits would see the futility of

David Stern to Marvin McIntyre, March 7, 1935, FDRL PPF 1039;
“Washington Notes,” New Republic

j

LX5SII (1935), 158; Time,
February 18, 1935), 14.

\blic Papers, IV, 162. Cf. William Wilson, “How the Chamber of Corn-

Viewed the NRA: A Re-examination,” Mid-America, XLIV (1962),



I4S FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

hoping anything frona Business in ’36, so that he would act more

‘irrepressible conflict.’ ” Now Justice Brandeis himself sent the Presi-

dent word that it was “the eleventh hour.”^®

As Roosevelt weighed the advice of the progressives, the Court

handed down the Schechter decision. Some of the New Dealers hoped

something could be salvaged. One NRA official queried: “If the

court said we couldn’t do this with a dead chicken, what else could

we do?”^’' Such counsel was anathema to the Brandeisians. For three

decades Louis Brandeis, the seventy-eight-year-old Supreme Court

justice, had argued that big business was economically inefficient and

socially dangerous. He repeated in 1935 what he had told Woodrow
Wilson many years before: “We must come back to the little unit.”

He urged a return to a more competitive society, not to the anarchy

of unrestricted profiteering, but to “regulated competition.” He chal-

lenged the contention of the Tugwells that the concentration of eco-

nomic power was both inevitable and beneficial, and rejected their

faith in centralized planning. All men were limited, Brandeis observed,

and none could stand up under the burdens of excessive power. Prog-

ress would come not from the direct assault of the planners but slowly

through institutions which recognized human frailty. “My dear,” he

once told his daughter Susan, “if you will just start with the idea

that this is a hard world, it will all be much simpler.”^

Brandeis’ ideas made their way in Washington irnder the aegis of

his chief disciple, Felix Frankfurter, and through the young men
Frankfurter had sent down to be law clerks to the Justice or to staff

New Deal agencies. Of all of Brandeis’ young men, the most successful

were two of Frankfurters prodigies, Ben Cohen and Tom Corcoran.

FeUx Frankfurter to Louis Brandeis, May 6, 1935; Frankfurter to Brandeis,

May 21, 24, 1935, Brandeis MSS., G9; Harold ' Ickes, The Secret Diary of

Harold lakes (3 vols., New York, 1954), I, 363. Brandeis’ views were relayed

to the President by mutual friends like Frankfurter and Norman Hapgood.
Frances Perkins, COHC, VII, 54 ff.

Alpheus Mason, Brandeis: A Free Man^s Life (New York, 1946), pp. 621,

642; Aithur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Politics of Upheaval (Boston, 1960), p.

220; Charles Sumner Hamlin MS. Diary, June 5, 1935. Although wary of govern-

mental power, Brandeis would tolerate governmental intervention so long as it

was carried on by the states. In addition, the Brandeisians favored enhanced
power for labor, not only as a matter of justice, but to balance the power of

corporations. Hence, although opposed to the leviathan state, they approved the

Wagner bill, which would strengthen labor’s power. Franldurter to Brandeis,

March 15, 1935, Brandeis MSS., G9.
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3 shy, modest Cohen, a Jew from Muncie, Indiana, was a former

ndeis law clerk who had developed into a brilliant legislative drafts-

1. Corcoran, an Irishman from a Rhode Island mill town, had gone

n Harvard Law School to Washington in 1926 to serve as secretary

Mr. Justice Holmes; Holmes found him “quite noisy, quite satis-

:ory, and quite noisy.” Roosevelt had discovered Corcoran and

len, who had teamed up to draft Wall Street regulatory legislation,

3e remarkably resourceful in resolving knotty governmental prob-

s, and by the spring of 1935 “the boys,” as Frankfurter called them,

e playing key roles in the New Deal.^®

lorcoran was a new political type: the expert who not only drafted

slation but maneuvered it through the treacherous corridors of

)itol Hill. Two Washington reporters wrote of him: “He could play

accordion, sing any song you cared to mention, read Aeschylus in

original, quote Dante and Montaigne by the yard, tell an excellent

y, write a great bill like the Securities Exchange Act, prepare a

ddential speech, tread the labyrinthine maze of palace politics or

rt the future course of a democracy with equal ease.” He lived with

len and five other New Dealers in a house on R Street; as early as

spring of 1934, G.O.P. congressmen were learning to ignore the

asors of New Deal legislation and level their attacks at “the

•let-fever boys from the little red house in Georgetown.”^^

n the first two years of the New Deal, the Brandeisians chafed as

NRA advocates sat at the President’s right hand. They rejoiced

( in the TVA, since it both checked monopoly and accentuated de-

tralization, and in the regulation of securities issues and the stock

*ket, which marked the success of Brandeis’ earlier crusade against

money power. Not until 1935 did the Brandeisians make their way.

It year saw the triumph of the decentralizers in the fight over

social security bill, and the enhanced power in TVA of Frank-

:er’s follower, David Lilienthal. Brandeis himself had a direct hand

lie most important victory of all: the invalidation of the NRA.
LS Roosevelt surveyed the wreckage left by the Schechter decision,

[
pondered which fork in the road to take next, Felix Frankfurter

' Schlesinger, Politics of Upheaval, p. 225; Felix Frankfurter to Louis

ideis, July 9, 10, 1935, Brandeis MSS., G9,
'Joseph Alsop and Turner Catledge, The 168 Days (Garden City, N.Y.,

1), p. 82; Congressional Record, 73d Gong., 2d Sess., p. 7943. Gf. Max
n, “The Little Red House,” Today, II (May 19, 1934), 5.
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was always by his side^ sometimes arguing alone with the President be-

fore turning in for the night as a guest at the White House. The
Harvard professor insisted that the attempt at business-government

co-operation had failed, and urged Roosevelt to declare war on busi-

ness. Once the President understood that business was the enemy, he

would be free to undertake the Brandeisian program to cut the giants

down to size: by dwarfing the power of holding companies, by launch-

ing antitrust suits, and by taxing large corporations more stiffly than

small business.^^

By Black Monday, the President had already begun to move deci-

sively in a new direction; the Schechter verdict served only as the final

goad. In early June, with Congress prepared to adjourn after putting

the finishing touches on an unhappy half-year, Roosevelt suddenly

galvanized the administration into action. At a time when congressmen

contemplated heading home to escape the hot, steamy capital, Roose-

velt insisted on the passage of four major pieces of legislation: the

social security bill, the Wagner labor proposal, a banking bill, and a

public-utility holding company measure. A few days later, he added

a fifth item of “must” legislation: a “soak the rich” tax scheme. In

addition, he demanded a series of minor measures, some of them

highly controversial, which in any other session would have been re-

garded as major legislation. After months of temporizing, the President

displayed a burst of fresh energy. He summoned House leaders to a

White House conference and, thumping his desk for emphasis, told

them Congress must pass his entire program before it could go home.

Thus began the “Second Hundred Days.” Over a long torrid Wash-

ington summer. Congress debated the most far-reaching reform meas-

ures it had ever considered. In the aid, Roosevelt got every item of

significant legislation he desired.^^

The first bendficiaiies of Roosevelt’s change of direction were the

supporters of Senator Wagner’s labor relations measure. In February,

1935, Wagner had once again introduced his bill, once more without

the support of the President or of Johnson, Richberg, or Secretary

Perkins.^® Wagner’s bill proposed to set up a National Labor Relations

21 Raymond Moley, After Seven Years (New York, 1939), pp. 306-313;
Frankfurter to Louis Brandeis, August 31, 1935, Brandeis MSS., G9.

22 Memorandum, June 4, 1935, FDRL PSF 26; The New York Times, June
14, 1935; “Mr. Roosevelt Drives Ahead,” New Statesman and Nation, IX
(1935), 916-917.

23 Roosevelt, Miss Perkins recalls, "never lifted a finger” for the Wagner bilL
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ird as a permanent independent agency empowered not only to

iduct elections to determine the appropriate bargaining imits and

nts but to restrain business from committing ‘‘unfair labor prac-

s” such as discharging workers for union membership or fostering

ployer-dominated company unions. On May 2, the Senate Labor

mmittee reported out the bill virtually unchanged, save that, at the

;ing of Francis Biddle, it made it an unfair practice for employers

refuse to bargain. When conservative senators tried once more to

ck consideration, Wagner got the President to ^ree not to inter-

le this time until the Senate got a chance to vote. Despite conserva-

j protests that the Wagner bill would spawn conflict, foster tyranny

unions, and “re-establish medievalism in industry,” the Senate voted

vn the crippling Tydings amendment framed by the National As-

iation of Manufacturers and went on to pass the bill by the

mping vote of 63-12.^^

loosevelt, who still disapproved of the Wagner bill, now faced a sit-

ion where he had to act. The Senate had passed the measure, and

May 20 it was reported out by a House committee. After calling in

gner to work out certain differences with members of the adminis-

tion, the President abruptly announced, for reasons that are not

oily clear, that he not only favored the Wagner bill but regarded it

“must” legislation. Once Roosevelt gave his blessing, the measure

1 clear sailing. On June 27, the bill won final congressional ap-

val, and on July 5 the President signed the National Labor Rela-

is Act.

rhe Wagner Act was one of the most drastic legislative innovations

the decade. It threw the weight of government behind the right of

or to bargain collectively, and compelled employers to accede peace-

ly to the unionization of their plants. It imposed no reciprocal obli-

ions of any kind on unions. No one, then or later, fully understood

y Congress passed so radical a law with so little opposition and by

h overwhelming margins. A bill which lacked the support of the

ninistration until the very end, and which could expect sturdy con-

Ttainly I never lifted a finger. ... I, myself, had very little sympathy with

bill.” Frances Perkins, COHC, VII, 138, 147. Cf. Leon KeyserHng, “The
gner Act; Its Origin and Current Significance,” George Washington Law
new, XXIX (1960), 200-208.
* Irving Bernstein, The New Deal Collective Bargaining Policy ^Berkeley

I Los Angeles, 1950), pp. 89-128* William Mangold, “On the Labor Front,”

t; Republic, LXXXI (1935), 333-334.
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servative opposition^ it moved through Congress with the greatest of

ease. One observer later wrote: “We who believed in the Act were

dizzy with watching a 200-to-l shot come up from the outside.”^®

On June 19, Roosevelt jolted conservatives by firing at Congress a

radical tax message which aimed to redistribute wealth and power.

The President’s message reflected a variety of influences and motiva-

tions: the hectoring of Treasury advisers; the importuning of Felix

FranMurter, who incorporated Brandeisian disapproval of business

concentration in a tax memorandum; perhaps, too, vindictive resent-

ment at business criticism and a desire to “steal Huey’s thunder.” Roo-

sevelt urged increased taxes on inheritances, the imposition of gift

taxes, graduated levies on “very great individual net incomes,” and a

corporation income tax scaled according to the size of corporation in-

come. Leaving a stunned, weary, and irritated Congress behind him,

the President blithely departed for the Yale-Harvard boat races.^®

Roosevelt’s tax proposal, the first which reached directly into the

pockets of the wealthy, raised an outcry from business and the press

such as had greeted none of the President’s previous recommendations.

William Randolph Hearst directed his editors to use the phrase “Soak

the Successful” henceforth in all references to the tax measure and

the words “Raw Deal” instead of “New Deal.” The Philadelphia In-

quirer charged the President with “a bald political stroke ... to lure

hosannas from the something-for-nothing followers of Huey Long,

‘Doc’ Townsend, Upton Sinclair and the whole tribe of false proph-

ets.” As the tax message was being read. Long swaggered through the

Senate chamber, chortling and pointing to his chest. As the reading

ended, Long piped up: “I just wish to say ‘Amen.’

Malcolm Ross, Death of a Yale Man (New York, 1939), p. 170; Bernstein,

Collective- Bargaining, pp. 118-128; Eugene Grace to Robert Wagner, May 2,

1935, Wagner MSS. On the motivations of Congress, see Bernstein, Collective

Bargaining, p. 116; Literary Digest, CXX (July 6, 1935), 31 ; Robert Doughton
to Bernhardt Furniture Company, June 8, 1934, Doughton MSS., Drawer 6.

John Blum, From the Morgenthau Diaries (Boston, 1959), pp. 298-301;
Moley, After Seven Years, pp. 308—313; Robert Doughton to Thurmond Chat-
ham, June 27, 1935, Doughton MSS., Drawer 7; Felix Frankfurter to Louis
Brandeis, June 14, 1935, Brandeis MSS., G9; Public Papers, IV, 270-274;
James Bums, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox (New York, 1956), p. 224.

27 E. D. Coblentz to editors, Au^t 7, 1935, FDRL PPF 62; Literary Digest,
CXX (July 6, 1935), 4; Congressional Record, 74th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 9659;
The New York Times, June 20, 1935. Within a short time. Long was finding
fault with the President’s tax program.
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Roosevelt’s decision to dispatch his tax message gave him a sense

buoyancy he had not had in weeks. He felt top man once more.

^ told Moley gleefully: “Pat Harrison’s going to be so surprised he’ll

/e kittens on the spot.”^® Yet^ despite his vigorous message, it was

; clear whether Roosevelt wished Congress to act at that session,

ports circulated that he would be satisfied merely with a nominal

leritance tax, and he seemed wary of pitting himself against the

iservative Harrison, chairman of the Senate Finance Committee. It

k a bold move by Senator La Follette to turn the tide. When he and

snty other senators signed a round robin announcing they would

jp Congress in session until it approved the President’s program,

osevelt and Democratic congressional leaders responded by declar-

^
they sought immediate action.^® Still the President seemed remark-

[y reluctant to take the lead. When Morgenthau pressed him at

ich on whether he really wanted an inheritance levy passed at that

sion, Roosevelt replied: “Strictly between the two of us, I do not

»w, I am on an hourly basis and the situation changes almost

>mentarily.”^°

[t took most of the summer to get the measure through Congress,

late as mid-July, Roosevelt indicated he would not fight a move to

joum without enacting his tax proposals.^^ Without White House

idance. Senator La Follette and the levelers fought a losing battle

save the bill from the assaults of irate businessmen and from con-

jssmen who denounced it as class legislation.^^ Congress eliminated

Moley, After Seven Years, p. 310.
® La Follette wanted action on Roosevelt’s tax bill, because he thought tax-

Dn should be a social weapon, but even more because he wanted to reduce

national debt. Famed as the leading advocate of spending in the Senate, he
mly opposed deficit finance. Schlesinger, Politics of Upheaval, p. 330; Roy
1 Gladys Blakey, The Federal Income Tax (New York, 1940), pp. 369-371.

®Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, p. 303. An Oklahoma congressman wrote: “I

I’t know just what the hell is actually happening up here, but it seems to me
,t the ‘great white father’ has either gone to bed with Huey Long or

jred out with the girls too long. I’ll be damned if I know just what’s going to

)pen next. I have had to change my public speeches six times in the last three

rs to try to keep up with the administration.” P. L. Gassaway to W. M.
lager, June 26, 1935, Gassaway MSS., Correspondence, 1935.

^The New York Times, July 16, 1935; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, pp. 303—

k
2 The Wilsonian Democrat Senator William McAdoo commented on the

: “Personally, I dislike class discrimination and any other kind of discrimina-

1 in our social and economic order, because fundamentally justice is the thing
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the inheritance tax and reduced the graduated corporation income

levy to no more than symbolic importance. In its final form^ the

Wealth Tax Act of 1935 destroyed most of the Brandeisian distinction

between big and small business, did little to redistribute wealth, and

did still less to raise revenue. Yet since the act stepped up estate, gift,

and capital stock taxes, levied an excess profits tax, which Roosevelt

had not asked, and increased the surtax to the highest rates in history,

it created deeper business resentment than any other New Deal meas-

ure.^^ The outcry from high-income brackets obscured the fact that

much of Roosevelt’s tax program was sharply regressive. His insistence

on payroll levies to help finance social security cut into low-income

groups, and his emphasis on local responsibility for unemployables

helped stimulate the spread of the regressive sales tax. The share of

upper-income groups remained fairly constant through the thirties,

and the share of the top 1 per cent even increased a bit after the pas-

sage of the Wealth Tax Act. Not until the war years was there a sub-

stantial change in the distribution of income.®^

Even before the Second Hundred Days, the President had com-

mitted himself to a program the Brandeisians cherished still more than

wealth taxes: the breakup of holding companies. In his message to

Congress in March, Roosevelt had employed the Brandeisian argu-

ments against bigness, and had even used the phrase “other people’s

money.”^® Roosevelt required no proselytization from the Brandeisians

on the evils of holding companies. He shared the popular outrage at

the electric power octopuses which had fleeced the consumer, cor-

rupted legislatures, and, by their elusive operations, evaded state regu-

lation.®® Indeed, he favored even more punitive measures than did the

Brandeisians. He wished to destroy the combines, while they desired

severe reform rather than extinction. Roosevelt was persuaded to

adopt the more moderate course, but he insisted that Cohen and

which should direct all policies of government.” McAdoo to Colonel Robert
Elbert, August 14, 1935, McAdoo MSS., Box 409.

Schlesinger, Politics of Upheaval, pp. 331-334. Cf. Sidney Ratner, Amerir
can Taxation (New York, 1942), pp. 468^72,

Simon Kuznets, Shares of Upper Groups in Income and Savings, National
Bureau of Economic Research, Occasional Paper 35 (New York, 1950).

Public Papers, IV, 101.
56 Frankfurter informed Brandeis early in 1935: “F.D. is really hot on holding

cos. & for drastic action.” Frankfurter to Brandeis, January 22, 1935, Brandeis
MSS., G9.



THE SECOND HUNDRED DAYS 155

Jorcaran write a bill that breathed fire. They responded with a draft

rhich included the so-called “death sentence” provision, which would

mpower the SEC after January 1, 1940 to dissolve any utility holding

:>mpany which could not justify its existence.®^

The utility companies mounted their heaviest artillery against the

olding-company bill. Lobbyists subjected congressmen to greater pres-

ire than on any measure that had been before the House in years;

ae correspondent estimated there were more utility lobbyists

lan congressmen. Power companies organized letter-writing cam-

aigns to inundate Congress with protests against the bill. “Millions

[ letters are being carted into Washington,” Senator Murray re-

Dited.®® Under all this hammering, Roosevelt’s following in Congress

uickled. In June, the Senate approved the death sentence, but by only

single vote. The next month, the House handed Roosevelt a sharp

ttback when it turned down the death sentence, 216-146. While

•emocrats in the public-power-conscious Pacific Northwest voted 8-1

)r the death sentence, east of the Mississippi, Democrats had deserted

le President in droves. Sixteen of twenty-seven New York Democrats

roke party lines. The House went on to approve the rest of the

olding-company bill, 323-81.®®

So much attention focused on the rebellion of the House Democrats

lat the significant point was lost. There was really little difference

stween the two bills; the House version was still a stringent piece of

gislation. The House bill shifted the biprden of proof; instead of

jquiring holding companies to justify their existence, the commission

ould have to defend an order of dissolution. The Senate bill would

take the death sentence mandatory, while the, House measure would

take it discretionary. The House bill, explained the Boston Globe,

aibstituted only a chance for life imprisonment in the place of capital

mishment.”^

37 Schlesinger, Politics of Upheaval^ pp. 302-306 ; Moley, After Seven Years,

303; “SEC,” Fortune, XXI (June, 1940), 123; Philadelphia Record, March
1935.

James Murray to Charles H. Moore, April 6, 1935, Murray MSS.
; J. Harry

iBrum, “Power Has No Need for Lobbies,” Public Utilities Fortnightly, XVI
935), 20-25.
3® Washington Daily News, July 2, 1935; George Cortelyou to Herbert Clai-

me Pell, March 19, 1935, Pell MSS., Box 12; John W. Davis to Newton Baker,

ne 11, 1935, Baker MSS., Box 84.

^Literary Digest, CXX (July 13, 1935), 3-4, 11-13, 28, 36; “BiUs in Con-
ess, 1933-37,” FDRL PSF 28.
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Yet the defeat was a slap in the face to administration leaders in

Congress, and neither they nor the President would give up the fight

for the mandatory death sentence. Indignant at the utilities’ campaign

of “White Rock and propaganda,” and suspicious of the character of

the hundreds of thousands of telegrams and messages which were

bombarding congressmen, both houses launched investigations of lob-

bying, The probes revealed that power companies had spent well over

a million dollars fighting the bill. A Senate investigating committee

headed by Hugo Black discovered that the Hopson interests in Penn-

sylvania had forged names from the city directory to wires to congress-

men. Shortly after a Hopson man had told the Western Union office

manager in Warren, Pennsylvania, that it would be a good idea if

“somebody threw a barrel of kerosene in the cellar” of the telegraph

office, the manager found the charred remains of the messages in a

basement stove. Black’s inquiry also insinuated that a utility executive

had bribed a Texas congressman."*^

Despite Black’s findings and new White House overtures, on August

1 the House once more voted down the death sentence by a decisive

margin. Defeated in his attempt to gain a more stringent law, Roose-

velt now had to compromise. Yet he still won the substance of what

he desired. The final version of the Wheeler-Raybum bill wiped out

all utility holding companies more than twice removed from the oper-

ating companies and empowered the SEC, with whom all the combines

were compelled to register, to eliminate companies beyond the first

degree that were not in the public interest. Most of the great utility

empires were to be broken up within three years. In addition, the law

authorized the SEC to supervise the financial transactions of the

companies.

The Public Utilities Holding Company Act was a bold stroke against

bigness, and the Brandeisians were delighted. “If F.D. carries through

the Holding Company bill we shall have achieved considerable toward

curbing Bigness,” Brandeis wrote a friend m June. Two months later,

he noted: “F.D. is making a gallant fight, and seems to appreciate

fully the evils of bigness. He should have more support than his party

is giving him; and the social worker-progressive crowd seems as blind

^^John Frank, Mr. Justice Black (New York, 1949), pp. 78-79; Thomas
Stokes, Chip Off My Shoulder (Princeton, 1940), p. 342; Charlotte Williams,

Hugo L. Black (Baltimore, 1950), pp. 58-65; Arthur Capper to Henry I. Allen,

July 19, 1935, Capper MSS.
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1912.”** With the passage of the Holding Company Act, the

:e came into his own. The Wheeler-Raybum law marked the most

rtant triumph for the Brandeisian viewpoint in two decades.

bHc-power enthusiasts viewed the Holding Company Act as only

nore indication that Roosevelt was with them. “The President,”

ed Morris Cooke, “is as you know true blue about power.”** On
[Columbia River, the Corps of Engineers was erecting mighty

eville. In eastern Washington, the fantastic Grand Coulee project,

greatest man-made structure in the world, would back up water

a lake 150 miles long, generate power to speed the industrializa-

of the Pacific Northwest, and make possible the reclamation of

than a million acres. Two thousand miles up the Missouri at

Peck, workmen living in shanty towns named Wheeler, New Deal,

Delano Heights were throwing up the world’s largest earthen dam.

T the vigorous leadership of Director David Lilienthal, the Ten-

5 Valley Authority was bringing electricity to a valley where, in

only one Mississippi farm out of a hundred had power. “We are

ing toward no less a goal than the electrification of America,”

ithal declared.**

rhaps no single act of the Roosevelt years changed more directly

uy people lived than the President’s creation of the Rural Electri-

m Administration in May, 1935.*® Nine out of ten American

! had no electricity. The lack of electric power divided the United

5 into two nations : the city dwellers and the country folk. “Every

white way* ends abruptly at the city limits,” wrote one public-

r advocate, “Beyond lies darkness.”*^ Farmers, without the bene-

f electrically powered machinery, toiled in a nineteenth-century

1; farm wives, who enviously eyed pictures in the Saturday Eve^

Post of city women with washing machines, refrigerators, and

im cleaners, performed their backbreaking chores like peasant

Forman Hapgood to F.D.R., June 16, 1935, FDRL PPF 2278; Mason,
p. 622.

forris Cooke to J. D. Ross, January 16, 1935, Ross MSS.
mest Abrams, Power in Transition (New York, 1940) ; Charles McKinley,
Sam in the Pacific Northwest (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1952) ; David
thal, “T.V.A. Seen Only as Spur to Electrification of America,” Electrical

,
CII (1933), 687-690.

forris Cooke to F.DR., April 10, 1935, Cooke MSS., Box 51; Cooke to

Slattery, November 29, 1939, Cooke MSS., Box 147.

Notes on REA,” penciled memorandum, Judson King MSS., Box 15.
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women in a preindustrial age. Under Morris Llewellyn Cooke^ a vet-

eran of the public power fight in Pennsylvania, the REA revolutionized

rural life. When private power companies refused to build power lines,

even when offered low-cost government loans, Cooke sponsored the

creation of nonprofit co-operatives. In the next few years, farmers

voted, by the light of kerosene lamps, to borrow hundreds of thou-

sands, even millions, from the government to string power lines into

the countryside. Finally, the great moment would come: farmers, their

wives and children, would gather at night on a hillside in the Great

Smokies, in a field in the Upper Michigan peninsula, on a slope of the

Continental Divide, and, when the switch was pulled on a giant gen-

erator, see their homes, their barns, their schools, their churches, burst

forth in dazzling light. Many of them would be seeing electric light

for the first time in their lives. By 1941, four out of ten American farms

had electricity; by 1950, nine out of ten.**^

Roosevelt played a rather indifferent role in the adoption of the last

of the major achievements of the Second Hundred Days : the Banking

Act of 1935. Yet, as in the passage of the Wagner Act, it was the Presi-

dent who had given both a position of power and free rein to the

sponsors of the reform. In November, 1934, Roosevelt had named as

Governor of the Federal Reserve Board an unorthodox Utah banker,

Marriner Eccles, who had been a Mormon missionary in Scotland, had

presided over two Ogden banks at thirty, and had advanced ‘‘Keynes-

ian’’ views at a time when neither he nor most other people had heard

of Keynes. Eccles had hardly taken office when he helped draft a

new banking bill which called for the first radical revision of the

Federal Reserve System since its adoption in 1913. Eccles wished to

lodge control of the system in the White House; lessen the influence

of private bankers, who he believed had taken over the system; and

use the Reserve Board as an agency for conscious control of the mone-
tary mechanism. The 20,000-word banking bill introduced in Feb-

ruary, 1935, reflected the thinking of Eccles and of certain members
of his staff, especially the Keynesian Lauchlin Currie. Since conserv-

Morris Cooke, “Early Days of Rural Electrification,” American Political

Science Review, XLll (1948), 431-447; Time, XXXIII (July 4, 1938), 12;
Marquis Childs, The Farmer Takes a Hand (Garden City, N.Y., 1952) Orig-
inally a relief measure, the REA received independent status as a loan agency
under the Norris-Raybum Act of 1936. The REA made especially rapid gains
under John Cannody, who succeeded Cooke as Administrator early in 1937.
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ves within the administration, notably J. F. T. O’Connor, the

mptroller of the Currency, and Leo Crowley, head of the Federal

:posit Insurance Corporation, opposed Eccles’ proposals, they were

idwiched between two other titles which would gain conservative

oking by protecting the Comptroller from loss of authority and by

ling requirements for bank membership in the FDIC.^®

The House whipped through the Eccles bill in early May virtually

changed. In the Senate, it encountered the frail but determined fig-

5 of Carter Glass. A states’ rights Virginian who was alarmed by

cles’ desire to centralize banking control in the federal government,

had cast the lone nay against Eccles’ appointment. He viewed men
e Eccles as interlopers, since he felt he, as the founder of the Federal

serve System—^as, with no little exaggeration, he regarded himself

alone had the authority to amend the system. He opposed changes

dch diminished the power of private bankers, and he worked closely

th spokesmen for New York bankers in shaping opposition strategy.^®

le Eccles bill also aroused the strong disapproval of economists, rang-

j
from experimenters like Irving Fisher to conservatives like H.

rker Willis. The sometime Roosevelt adviser James P. Warburg de-

ed the proposal as “Curried Keynes.” “It is in fact a large, half-

jked lump of J. Maynard Keynes . . . liberally seasoned with a

ice prepared by Professor Lau[c]hlm Currie,” Warburg jeered.®®

For months, Eccles fought almost alone against Glass and the

takers. Roosevelt would not stamp the measure an administration

I, and such administration officials as Jesse Jones worked actively

th the opposition.®^ In June, on the eve of the Second Hundred

“Marriner Stoddard Eccles,” Fortune, XI (February, 1935), 63; Marriner

lies. Beckoning Frontiers (New York, 1951), pp. 166—176, and “The Federal

jerve—1935 Model,” Magazine of Wall Street, LV (1935), 666-667, 696—
Eccles to Edward Costigan, May 27, 1935, Costigan MSS., V.F. 3; Blum,

rgenthau Diaries, p. 346; Rudolph Weissman (ed.). Economic Balance and a

^anced Budget (New York, 1940).

^Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers, pp. 176-178; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, p.

Robert Owen to Carter Glass, March 25, 1935, Owen MSS., Box 4; Carter

iss to M. E. Bristow, February 9, 1935, Glass MSS., Box 317.

Parker WiUis, “The Eccles Bill and After,” Bankers Magazine, CXXXI
)35), 176-178; U.S. Congress, Senate, Banking Act of 1935, Hearings be-

g Subcommittee of the Committee on Banking and Currency, U.S. Senate,

h Cong., 1st Sess., on S. 1715 and H. R. 7617, Apr. 19—June 3, 1935 (Wash-
ton, 1935), p. 74.

Charles Sumner Hamlin MS. Diary, February 5, 1935; Blum, Morgenthau
iries, pp. 346-348.
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Days, the President made the bill a “must” item. In July, he warned

Glass that H. Parker Willis belonged “to that little group of Americans

who are appendages or appendices—^whichever part of the anatomy

you prefer—on the large body of international bankers of London,

Paris, Shanghai, etc. . . , You have had a long period of intimate

contact with banking legislation, but I have seen more rotten practices

among the banks in New York City than you have.”®^ But Eccles

staved off defeat less because of Roosevelt’s aid than because he had

the support of House leaders like Maryland’s T. Alan Goldsborough

and of dissident financiers like Amadeo Giannini, the California bank-

ing titan, who preferred government control to domination “by the

New York banking fraternity.”®^

On August 23, after Glass had completely rewritten much of the

bill, the Banking Act of 1935 became law. Glass boasted: “We did not

leave enough of the Eccles bill with which to light a cigarette.” When
Roosevelt gave one of the signature pens to Glass, someone remarked

in a stage whisper: “He should have given him an eraser instead.”®*

Yet, despite Glass’s amendments, the law marked a significant shift

toward centralization of the banking system and federal control of

banking. The act, observed Walter Lippmann, constituted a victory for

Eccles “dressed up as a defeat.”®® The law empowered the President

to appoint the seven members of the newly named Board of Governors

of the Federal Reserve System for fourteen year trnns. The new Board

could exercise more direct control over the regional banks since their

chief officers could be appointed only with the Board’s approval. The
act gave the Board greater authority over the rediscount rates and

reserve requirements of Reserve banks and expanded the definition of

eligible paper on which Reserve banks could make loans to member
banks, although Glass frustrated Eccles’ wish to make these changes

more sweeping. Open-market operations, which had previously been

diffused among the Reserve banks, were concentrated in a Federal

52 F.D.R. to Glass, July 6, 1935, Glass MSS., Box 6.

53 Giannini to Marvin McIntyre, July 1, 1935, FDRL PPF 1135. “The
average country banker would be safer if he knows that too much power is not
given to the bankers,” wrote the president of another California bank. “I for

one would prefer to go along with the Government.” R. D. McCook to William
McAdoo, June 1, 1935, McAdoo MSS., Box 405,

54 Glass to Frederick Lee, December 1, 1935, Glass MSS., Box 304; Eccles,

Beckoning Frontiers^ p. 229.
55 Walter Lippmann, Interpretations^ 1933-35 (New York, 1936), p. 194.
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Open Market Committee, composed of seven Board members and five

representatives of the Reserve banks. This provision shifted authority

over open-market operations to the government, although by a pre-

carious margin. Finally, the law aimed to bring all large state banks

under the jurisdiction of the Board by requiring them to join the

Federal Reserve System before July 1, 1942, if they wished to enjoy

the benefits of the federal deposit insurance system. With the passage

of the Banking Act of 1935, Roosevelt had completed his program of

establishing government control over currency and credit.®®

Much of the “minor” legislation of the Second Hundred Days came
from attempts to salvage something from the NIRA experience. The
Schechter decision had made a shambles of the industrial recovery

machinery. Newspapers removed the Blue Eagle from their mastheads;

secondhand-furniture men called at the offices of code authorities, and

The New York Times ran a want ad: “former code authority di-

rector, aggressive, capable, seeks executive position. . . The
NRA had reached into too many comers of the economy to be dis-

mantled so totally, and in a few weeks Congress had begun to enact a

“little NRA.”
Most spectacular of the “little NRA” legislation was the Guffey-

Snyder Act of 1935, which, in effect, re-enacted the old bituminous

coal code. By threatening a national coal strike, John L. Lewis’ United

Mine Workers conspired with unionized northern operators to bully

Congress into making coal a public utility subject to federal regulation.

The Guffey bill guaranteed collective bargaining, stipulated uniform

scales of wages and hours, created a national commission which would

fix prices and allocate and control production, authorized closing down
marginal mines, and levied a production tax to pay for the mines and

to rehabilitate displaced miners. When the Court found the act un-

A. Bradford, “The Banking Act of 1935,” American Economic Review^
XXV (1935), 661-672; A. D. Gayer, “The Banking Act of 1935,” Quarterly

Journal of Economics^ L (1935), 97-116; Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers, pp. 222-
228; Schlesinger, Politics of Upheaval, pp. 291-301; Rexford Tugwell, The
Democratic Roosevelt (Garden City, N.Y., 1957), p. 373; Elliott Bell, “The
Decline of the Money Barons,” in Hanson Baldwin and Shepard Stone (eds.).

We Saw It Happen (New York, 1938), pp. 135-167; Robert Doughton to J. R.
Hix, July 22, 1935, Doughton MSS., Drawer 7. Gf. Amos Pinchot to Felix

Frankfurter, July 15, 1935, Donald Richberg MSS., Box 1.

57 James Boylan, “The Daily Newspaper Business in the National Recovery
Administration” (unpublished M.A. essay, Columbia University, 1960) ; Time,
XXV (June 17, 1935), 15.
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constitutional in 1936, Congress in 1937 passed the Guffey-Vinson Act,

which re-enacted the original Guffey law, save for the wages and hours

provisions, to which the Court had taken exception.^

On August 27, the historic first session of the Seventy-fourth Con-

gress came to an end. It had opened on a wintry day in January,

finished on a sultry Tuesday in August, a demanding, wearying session

that had tried everyone’s good temper. ‘T was so tired,” Roosevelt told

Morgenthau, “that I would have enjoyed seeing you cry or would

have gotten pleasure out of sticking pins into people and hurting

them.”®® But no other session of Congress had ever adopted so much

legislation of permanent importance: social security, the Wagner Act,

holding company, banking and tax measures, a relief law that gave

birth to such remarkable progenies as the Federal Theatre and the

NYA, ^d a host of “minor” pieces of legislation like the Guffey Coal

Act.®"

Confronted by another cornucopia of alphabetic agencies, the coun-

try tried to see if it could discern a pattern in what the 1935 Congress

had wrought. Both contemporary writers and historians have con-

tended there was such a pattern, a break between the legislation of

1935 and that of 1933 so sharp that the acts of 1935, and the ideology

that underlay them, constituted nothing less than a “Second New
Deal.” But writers have differed sharply on what they meant by that

Joseph Guffey, Seventy Tears on the Red^Fire Wagon (Lebanon, Pa.,

1952), pp, 92 ff.; New RepubUc, LXXXIII (1935), 178; Time, XXV (June

10, 1935), 13; SterUng Spero, ‘Trouble in Coal,” New Republic, LXXXIII
(1935), 212. The 1935 Congress also passed the Connally Act, which pro-

hibited the shipment of “hot oil” in interstate commerce. Subsequently, Con-

gress enacted other legislation based on the NIRA. The Walsh-Healey Act of

1936 stipulated that federal government contracts require the observance of

minimum labor standards. The Robinson-Patman Act of 1936 forbade whole-

salers or manufacturers to give preferential discounts or rebates to large buyers

like chain stores, and the Miller-Tydings Act of 1937 buttressed “fair trade”

laws.

®®Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, p. 257.

Among its “minor” accomplishments, Congress reorganized federal power
regulation; amended the TVA and AAA statutes; framed new farm mortgage
and railroad-retirement laws; adopted the Gold Clause and Federal Register

Acts; placed interstate buses and trucks under the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission ; diminished the hold of bankers on railway reorganization

;
approved the

Air Mail Act, which stipulated ICC rate control and regulation of labor rela-

tions; and enacted the Federal Alcohol Act and the Central Statistical Act. Two
“major” pieces of legislation adopted at this session, the Emergency Relief Ap-
propriation Act, approved in the spring of 1935, and the Social Security law,
enacted in the Second Hundred Days, are discussed in Chapter 6.
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erm. Contemporaries and early historians of the New Deal believed

hat Roosevelt and Congress had moved in 1935 in a radical direction,

rom Stokes wrote: “The messiahs gradually shoved President Roose-

velt toward the left.”®^ More recent writers have agreed that 1935

narked the birth of a Second New Deal, but they have argued that

he change ran in a more conservative direction. While the First

'Jew Deal sought to “rebuild America through the reconstruction of

conomic institutions,” the Second, they assert, held the “naive” con-

iction “that the classical model of the market was somehow recov-

;rable.”®^ The Brandeisians, whose conception of the economy was

ssentially capitalistic, had conquered the planners, who had urged

undamental structural reforms. “The First New Deal characteristically

old business what it must do,” Schlesinger writes. “The Second New
)eal characteristically told business what it must not do.”®®

Both views contain helpful insights, as well as some questionable

Lssumptions, but both share the handicap of exaggerating the extent

rf the shift from 1933 to 1935. Many of the 1935 measures—social

ecurity, utility regulation, progressive taxation—^had long been in the

works, and it was only a question of time when they would be

Ldopted.®"^ Nor can the Second Hundred Days be viewed simply as the

riumph of the Brandeis faction. It had won little of substance save

he Holding Company Act, and many of the NRA emphases persisted,

f Roosevelt found more use for Brandeisian lieutenants in 1935, in

)art because his earlier advisers were now politically vulnerable, he

lever wholly adopted the viewpoint either of the Brandeisians or the

penders. As late as 1937, newsmen identified Donald Richberg as the

‘number-one boy of the White House,” and as late as 1938 Roosevelt

contemplated reviving, in a revised form, the NRA.®®

Stokes, Chip Off My Shoulder, p. 420; Moley, After Seven Years, pp. 291,

!13.

Schlesinger, Politics of Upheaval, pp. 389, 392. Gf. Leon Keyserling’s com-
aents, ibid., pp. 690—692.

Ibid., p. 392. Gf. Basil Rauch, The History of the New Deal 1933—1938
New York, 1944) ;

Tugwell, Roosevelt, p. 454; Joseph Schumpeter, Business

lycles (2 vols., New York, 1939), II, 1047.

Harlan Phillips (ed.), Felix Frankfurter Reminisces (New York, 1960), p.

[44; Irving Bernstein, The Lean Years (Boston, 1960), p. 487; Ickes, Diary, I,

'63. Ironically, it had been the radical Tugwell who had pressed Roosevelt to

jostpone the social security bill in 1934.
65 Christopher Lasch, “Donald Richberg and the Idea of a National Interest”

[unpublished M.A. essay, Columbia University, 1955), p. 92.
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The President had scant patience with the theological discussions

that revolved around him. When someone reported to him a con-

versation in which Tugwell had once remarked to a Brandeisian, “I

do not see why your crowd and ours cannot work together/’ Roosevelt

replied: ‘‘I always hate the frame of mind which talks about ‘your

group’ and ‘my group’ among Liberals. . . . Brandeis is one thousand

per cent right in principle/’ the President added, “but in certain fields

there must be a guiding or restraining hand of Government because

of the very nature of the specific field.”®® Roosevelt no longer had the

same hope of converting businessmen, but he still held the wistful be-

lief that he might, perhaps by showing them he could balance his

books, yet win their favor. If the atomizers like Brandeis had not won
as much as appeared, the planners like Tugwell could claim still less.

At no time had Roosevelt seriously considered the creation of a

planned economy, and to represent the events of 1935 as the defeat

of the planners is to confuse shadow with substance. A planned econ-

omy had never been in the cards. Of the President’s close advisers, only

Tugwell had collectivist ideas; he had litde chance to express them,

still less to carry them out, and in 1936 he gracefully resigned.

Only the Tennessee Valley Authority advanced any serious claims

to being a planning agency, and these did not bear close scrutiny. The
TVA’s utopian Director Arthur Morgan insisted that the Authority

was “not primarily a dam-building program, a fertilizer job or power-

transmission job” but a vast scheme for “a designed and planned social

and economic order.”®^ Yet his meekness toward the power companies

and his archaic interest in craft industry seemed far removed from

what most people meant by planning. “That the one planning body

so far established by the government should meantime be representing

planning as a Davy-Crockett-coonskin-cap retreat from life seems a

great shame,” noted one critic.®® Frustrated by Directors Lilienthal and

®®FJD.R. to Norman Hapgood, February 24, 1936, in Elliott Roosevelt (ed.),

FJDJ2.: His Personal Letters^ 1928-1945 (2 vols.. New York, 1950), I, 561-
563.

^’'Arthur Morgan, “Bench-Marks in the Tennessee Valley,” Survey Graphic^
XXIII (1934), 43; George Fort Milton to F.D.R., April 21, 1933, Milton MSS.,
Box 13.

Jonathan Mitchell, “Utopia—Tennessee Valley Style,” New Republic,
LXXVI (1933), 274; Harry Slattery to Gifford Pinchot, February 7, 1933,
Slattery MSS., Letters,
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•court Morgan, Arthur Morgan let loose some intemperate attacks

his colleagues that led Roosevelt to dismiss him in 1938.^® After

8, the TVA squeamishly avoided even using the word “plan.”^^

; TVA was the most spectacularly successful of the New Deal agen-

,
not only because of its achievements in power and flood control,

because of its pioneering in areas from malaria control to library

kmobiles, from recreational lakes to architectural design. No other

acy did so much to alter the mores of the region. Yet TVA never

[lied itself as an experiment in regional planning; it remained

fly a corporation to produce and sell power and fertilizer,

ven the most precedent-breaking New Deal projects reflected capi-

it thinking and deferred to business sensibilities. Social security was

leled, often irrelevantly, on private insurance systems; relief direc-

were forbidden to approve projects which interfered with private

it-taking. The HOLC gave no relief to homeowners who were un-

)loyed; had a commercial agency investigate each applicant to

ermine whether he was a sound “moral risk”; and foreclosed more
tgages than the villain of a thousand melodramas. By the middle

937, it had acquired enough properties to house a quarter of a

ion people; by the spring of 1938, when it was dispossessing

kers who could not make payments because they had been thrown

of work in the brutal recession that year, the HOLC had forc-

ed rnortgages on more than a hundred thousand homes.'^^

oosevelt’s program rested on the assumption that a just society

d be secured by imposing a welfare state on a capitalist foundation,

bout critically challenging the system of private profit, the New
1 reformers were employing the power of government not only to

ipline business but to bolster unionization, pension the elderly, sue-

the crippled, give relief to the needy, and extend a hand to the

otten men. The achievements of the Second Hundred Days, wrote

Ickes, Diary, II, 337; George Fort Milton to Robert La Follette, Jr., No-
>er 4, 1936, Milton MSS., Box 20; Judson King to Charles A. Beard, April

938, King MSS., Box 18.

Norman Wengert, “TVA—Symbol and Reality,” Journal of Politics, XIII
1),383.
Thurman Arnold, Symbols of Government (New Haven, 1935), pp. Ill,

Lowell Harriss, History and Policies of the Home Owners!* Loan Corpora^

(Washington, 1951), pp. 1-3, 23-25, 71-101; Miss Lonigan to Henry
?enthau, Jr., May 23, 1938, FDRL PSF 26.



l66 FRANKUN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

William Allen White, were “long past due”; they represented a “be-

lated attempt to bring the American people up to the modern stand-

ards of English-speaking countries.”’’^

It remained to be seen whether such a conception of reform would

suffice. Roosevelt, observed the English writer H. N. Brailsford, was

doing what Lloyd George had done between 1906 and 1914, but at a

quicker tempo. The British reforms, which rested on the conviction

that the profit system was compatible with aid to the underdog, had

rendered working-class life less precarious and was one of the im-

portant reasons that the depression struck Britain less heavily than

America. Yet, Brailsford warned, this was all they had done. “America,

with boundless faith, has just adopted the Liberal specifics that ceased

among us to arouse our extravagant enthusiasm many a long year
j>73 ^as disturbing criticism, but it left Roosevelt undismayed.

Three years later, when the period of New Deal reform had come to

a halt, the President told Anne O’Hare McCormick: “In five years

I think we have caught up twenty years. If liberal government con-

tinues ova: another ten years we ought to be contemporary somewhere

in the late Nineteen Forties.”

^ Emporia DaUy Gazette, August 26, 1935.
N. Brailsford, “In Retrospect,” New Republic, LXXXII (1935), 121.

Cf. Ludovic Naudeau, “Le Rooseveltisme ou la troisi^e solution,” Ulllustration,
XCGV (1936), 374-375.

Anne O’Hare McCormick, “As He Sees Himself,” The New York Times
Magazine, October 16, 1938, p. 2.



CHAPTER 8

The New Deal at High Tide

THEN Anne O’Hare McCormick returned to the United States

r in 1936 after interviewing European leaders whose strained,

maturely aged faces revealed the heavy price they had paid for

er, she marveled at the serenity of Franklin Roosevelt. “On none

is predecessors has the office left so few marks as on Mr. Roosevelt,

is a little heavier, a shade grayer; otherwise he looks harder and

etter health than on the day of his inauguration. His face is so

Led that his eyes appear lighter, a cool Wedgwood blue; after

Four grilling years since the last campaign they are as keen, curious,

idly and impenetrable as ever.”^

Imost everyone remarked on Roosevelt’s inscrutability. Few men
ned they truly knew him. “To describe Roosevelt,” reflected Wil-

. Phillips, Roosevelt’s Under Secretary of State, “you would have

escribe three or four men for he had at least three or four different

onalities. He could turn from one personality to another with such

d that you often never knew where you were or to which person-

you were talking. . . In depicting Roosevelt, cartoonists fre-

itly used this motif of the multiple image. In one cartoon, he looks

a multisurface mirror at four different images of himself; mothers,

miles back at his own image. Through all runs the conception that

Dlitical implication imderlay his every move, and that the man

Inne O’Hare McCormick, “Still *A Little Left of Center.’ ” The New York
js Magazine^ June 21, 1936, pp. 2—3.

Villiam Phillips, COHC.
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could manipulate the different aspects of his own personality for

political advantage.^ Everything about the President—his wife, his

children, his dog Fala, his stamp collection, his fishing trips—seemed

to have a public quality.

Roosevelt’s public face—grinning, confident, but inscrutable

—

masked the inner man, and no one knew for certain what the man, in

moments of reflection, really felt. Some doubted that those moments

of personal communion ever came. He seemed the compleat political

man, the public self so merged with the private self that the President

could no longer divorce them. His relentless cheerfulness, his boyish

hobbies, his simple view of God, his distaste for theoretical speculation,

vexed critics who thought him no more than a Rover Boy who had

never grown up. Others believed that beyond that gay reserve was an

infinitely complex man whose detachment served his political ends,

but who had an inner serenity that came, in unequal parts, from his

secure childhood, his early acquaintance with grief, for he was to be a

cripple the rest of his days, and his private understanding with God.**

Both friend and foe marveled at his serenity.® Burdened by the

weightiest of responsibilities, he remained high-spirited and untroubled.

“He was like the fairy-story prince who didn’t know how to shudder,”

Moley has written. “Not even the realization that he was playing nine-

pins with the skulls and thighbones of economic orthodoxy seemed to

worry him.”® Roosevelt advised Tugwell: “You’ll have to learn that

public life takes a lot of sweat; but it do^n’t need to worry you. You
won’t always be right, but you mustn’t suffer from being wrong. That’s

what kills people like us.” If a truck driver were doing your job, he

told Tugwell, he would probably be right 50 per cent of the time.

“But you aren’t a truck driver. You’ve had some preparation. Your

^William McKinley Moore, “FDR’s Image— Study in Pictorial Symbols”
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1946), pp. 135-136.

James Roosevelt and Sidney Shalett, Affectionately, F,D.R, (New York,
1959), pp. 236, 315. James MacGregor Bums has written: “No biographer of

Roosevelt, I think, feels that he really understands the man, nor, evidently, does
any member of his family.” The New York Times Book Review, October 13, 1959,
p. 10.

5 “More than any other person I have ever met,” testified his White House
physician, “he had equanimity, poise, and a serenity of temper that kept him
on the most even of keels.” Ross Mclntire, White House Physician (New York,
1946), p. 77.

® Raymond Moley, After Seven Years (New York, 1939), p. 192.
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x^entage is bound to be h%her.”^ A man with little formal religious

achment, Roosevelt believed that he walked with God, that he was

: instrument of the Lord, and that the Lord would care for him in

ments of txial.^

3ne of the rare breaks in his composure came at the Democratic

ivention in Philadelphia in 1936. As the President began his stifF-

ged march toward the stage in Franklin Field, he reached out to

ke the hand of the white-bearded poet Edwin Markham, was

own off balance, and sprawled to the ground. White-faced and

py, he snapped: “Clean me up.”® But most of the time he bore his

idicap with astonishing good humor. To board a train, he had to

wheeled up special ramps; to go fishing, or to get to the second

ry of a meeting hall, he had to be carried in men’s arms like a help-

; child. To walk, he had to be harnessed in leg braces, and endure

; strain of dragging, painfully, a cumbersome dead weight of pounds

steeL^® Yet he carried it all off with a wonderfully nonchalant air,

1 often made his incapacity the subject of some seemingly carefree

t. He would roar with laughter and say: “Really, it’s as funny as a

Ltch.” Or ait the end of a conversation, Roosevelt, who had not been

e to walk since 1921, would often remark: “Well, I’m sorry, I have

run now!”^^ Indeed, so vigorous did he seem that most Americans

rer knew he remained a cripple in a wheelchair.^® Frequently, in

t, writers gave the impression that Roosevelt had fully conquered

infirmity. One “who had summoned from the depths of character

: incredible patience to win his battle for health and make himself

Rexford Tugwell, “The Experimental Roosevelt,” Political Quarterly, XXI
'50), 266-267.

Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming of the New Deal (Boston, 1959), pp.
h-587; Frances Perkins, COHG, VII, 55&-557.
Michael Reilly and William Slocum, Reilly of the White House (New York,

•7), pp. 98-100; Grace Tully, F.H.R. My Boss (New York, 1949), p. 202.
0 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 574; Donald Richberg, My Hero
;w York, 1954), p. 290; Samuel Rosenman, Working with Roosevelt (New
rk, 1952), p. 22; Harold Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold Iekes (3 vols.,

vYork, 1954),!, 449.
^ Tully, FJ>,R., p. 320 ; Rosenman, Roosevelt, p. 37.

^News photographers in the twenties voluntarily destroyed their own plates

m they showed Roosevelt in poses that revealed his handicap, and by the

•ties there was a strong taboo, sometimes enforced by the Secret Service,

inst depicting the President’s paralysis. Moore, “F.DR.’s Image,” pp. 427 ff.,

' ff., 634 ff.; Editor and Publisher, LXV (1932), 36.
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walk again among men/’ the President was leading the nation, as he

had himself, to full “recovery” from the paralysis that once had af-

flicted both man and country.^®

After the lacerating Second Hundred Days, Roosevelt saw 1936 as

a time of healing, when he would unite the party by salving the

wounds of his opponents and avoid new conflicts with Congress until

he had won re-election. On the day the 1935 Congress adjourned, the

publisher Roy Howard asked Roosevelt to grant “a breathing spell to

industry, and a recess from further experimentation. ...” A few

weeks before, Raymond Moley had written that the public was “de-

veloping a terrific thirst for a long, cool swig of political quiescence.”

Roosevelt asked Moley to frame a response to Howard; his basic pro-

gram, the President’s letter of reply stated, had “now reached sub-

stantial completion and the ‘breathing spell’ of which you speak is

here—^very decidedly so.”^* When Congress reconvened in 1936, Roo-

sevelt delivered an inflammatory Annual Message in which he spoke

of having “earned the hatred of entrenched greed,” yet he recom-

mended no new reforms and demonstrated his sensitivity to attacks on

his failure to balance the budget by a drive to slash government spend-

ing. Throughout the campaign year of 1936, the President stepped up

the radicalism of his rhetoric, but accentuated the conservatism of his

deeds.^®

In his plans for a short session, Roosevelt reckoned without the

Supreme Court. Early in 1936, in a 6-3 decision, the Court held the

AAA’s processing tax unconstitutional. Justice Roberts, in a wretchedly

argued opinion, found that the levy was not a legitimate use of the tax-

ing power but “the expropriation of money from one group for the

benefit of another.”^® In a biting dissent. Justice Stone scolded the

majority for this “tortured construction of the Constitution.” “Courts,”

Edwin C. Hill, cited in Rita Halle Kleeman, Gracious Lady (New York,

1935), p. 300; Lookj October 25, 1938, p. 16; Moore, “FDR’s Image,” p. 646.
Samuel Rosenman (ed.). The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.

Roosevelt (13 vols., New York, 1938-50), IV, 352-353; Moley, “On Reading
Ecclesiastes,” Today, IV (July 13, 1935), 13; Public Papers, IV, 357; Stephen
Early to Moley, September 3, 1935, FDRL PPF 743.

Public Papers, V, 13; Moley, After Seven Years, pp. 330—331; Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr., The Politics of Upheaval (Boston, 1960), pp. 502-504; James
Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox (New York, 1956), pp. 269-270.

United States v. Butler et al., 297 U.S. 61. Cf. Charles Collier, “Judicial
Bootstraps and the General Welfare Clause,” George Washington Law Review,
IV (1936), 211-242.



THE NEW DEAL AT HIGH TIDE I7I

observed, “are not the only agency of government that must be

ned to have capacity to govem.”^^ The Butler decision, which

followed by a sharp decline in farm prices, aroused deep resent-

L Senator 'Bankhead denounced Roberts’ opinion as “a political

p speech,” Governor Earle of Pennsylvania declared the Court

become a “political body” with “six members committed to the

ies of the Liberty League,” and in Iowa the six justices who
led down the decision were hanged in effigy.^®

tie Butler decision played hob with Roosevelt’s desire to balance

budget. It deprived the government of anticipated receipts from

essing taxes, and the Court ordered the return to processors of

I million already collected. Together with the $2 billion bonus

:h Congress enacted over Roosevelt’s veto, it created an immediate

[ for new revenue. Keynesians within the adroinistration, who had

r liked the regressive processing taxes, rejoiced in the opportunity

^tate for an imdistributed-profits tax scaled to penalize size. They
id the new levy would check the growth of huge personal fortunes,

5 as an antitrust weapon, bring corporations within the sphere of

latory agencies, and, most important, stimulate the economy by

ning idle pools of capital. But Senate conservatives had no inten-

of approving a proposal which Raymond Moley warned would

w businessmen into “paroxysms of fright” and reduce the rich to

s and tatters.” The biU, Senator Pittman observed, was “intended

iU some criminals, but to kill them, it appeared to me that the

ten were ordered to shoot into a crowd.” The Revenue Act of 1936

include a modest graduated tax on undistributed earnings, but this

ked a victory in principle rather than in substance for the New
lers.^®

o sooner had the Butler decision been handed down than Agricul-

U.S. V, Butler, p. 87. Cf. Homer Cummings to Justice Stone, January 8,

, Stone to Cummings, January 9, 1936, FDRL PSF 18; Alpheus T. Mason,
an Fiske Stone (New York, 1956), pp. 405-418.
Baltimore Sun, January 7, 1936; “Address of George H. Earle, January
936,” Earle MSS., Speech and News File, No. 73; Schlesinger, Politics of

mval, p. 488; Clifford Hope to Chester Stevens, April 21, 1936, Hope
., Tax (Legis.) folder. Legislative Correspondence, 1935—36.

John Blum, From the Morgenthau Diaries (Boston, 1959), pp. 305-319;
Pittman to FJD.R., October 17, 1936, Pittman MSS., Box 16; Marriner
!S, Beckoning Frontiers (New York, 1951), pp. 256-265; Randolph Paul,

[^1071 in the United States (Boston, 1954), pp. 188-199.
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ture officials scurried to throw together a new farm law that would

permit the government to disburse funds to the farmer without incur-

ring the wrath of the Court. In a few weeks time Wallace had won the

approval of Congress for a measure which was rammed through over

Republican protests that, in an election year, the administration was

concerned chiefly with keeping surplus Democrats on the government

payroll and not letting the farm vote lie fallow.^® The Soil Conserva-

tion and Domestic Allotment Act offered farmers bounties for not

planting soil-depleting commercial crops and for sowing instead soil-

enriching grasses and legumes such as clover and soybeans.^^

The new farm law reflected the intense national concern with soil

conservation aroused by the terrible dust storms of the early 1930’s.

The drought, which began in 1932 and continued each year until 1936,

converted a huge area from Texas to the Dakotas into a “Dust Bowl.”

The dry death scorched pastures and cornfields and turned plowed

land into sand dunes. Farmers watched helplessly as cattle fell in their

tracks and died. In Vinita, Oklahoma, in 1934, the sun topped 100°

for thirty-five straight days; on the thirty-sixth, it climbed to 117°. In

the spring of 1935, trains arrived hours late. A conductor on the Santa

Fe’s Navajo reported : “Noon was like night. There was no sun, and,

at times, it was impossible to see a yard. The engineer could not see

the signal-lights.” As far east as Memphis, people covered their faces

with handkerchiefs, a dust cloud seven thousand feet thick darkened

the city of Cleveland, yellow grit from Nebraska sifted through the

White House doors, and bits of western plains came to rest on vessels

in the Atlantic three hundred miles at sea. That winter, red snow
fell on New England,^®

While the 1936 farm act was, as Republicans charged, laigely a

2® “It’s a mighty poor substitute for the old Triple A,” conceded an Oregon
Democrat, “but it’s the best we could do.” Representative Walter Pierce to

Charles W. Smith, March 2, 1936, Pierce MSS., File 3.6.
21 Concessional Digest, XV (March, 1936), 68-96; Paul Murphy, “The New

Deal Agricultural Problem and the Constitution,” Agricultural History, XXIX
(1955), 160-169; Louis Taber, COHG, pp. 304 ff.; O. C. Stine, COHC, pp.
356-357.

Literary Digest, CXIX (April 20, 1935), 10; Lawrence Svobida, An Em^
pire of Dust (Caldwell, Ida., 1940) ; Vance Johnson, Heaven*s Tableland (New
York, 1947); Paul Sears, “The Black Blizzards” in Daniel Aaron (ed.),
America in Crisis (New York, 1952), pp. 287-302.; Margaret Bourke-White,
**The Drought,” Fortune, X (October, 1934), 76-83; Literary Digest, CXIX
(March 30, 1935), 7.
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erfuge to permit the administration to go on paying money to

lers to restrict production, it represented too the long-range com-

uent of Wallace and his aides to a greater emphasis on soil con-

ition. The dust storms were perceived as a penance Man paid for

‘sin” in mistreating the “wounded land”; if the process were not

rsed, the United States would, like ancient civilizations, disappear

oblivion- In October, 1933, on TugwelFs recommendation, Hugh
imond Bennett, the “father of soil conservation,” was named to

1 the newly created Soil Erosion Service of the Department of the

rior. In 1934, Congress passed the Taylor Grazing Act, which

ected grazing on the public domain to national regulation. In

), as grit from the western plains created a copper pall over Wash-
m like the skies of a smoky steel town, Congress created a per-

ent Soil Conservation Service in the Department of Agriculture,

ier the crusading Bennett, the Service taught farmers the proper

to till their hillsides. The New Deal’s conception of the common
i, Alistair Cooke has noted wryly, was one who could “take up
our plowing late in life.”^® In its emphasis on soil conservation,

New Deal added a new dimension to the conservation movement.

une observed: “It is conceivable that when the history of our

iration comes to be written in the perspective of a hundred years

saving of the broken lands will stand out as the great and most

iring achievement of the time.”*^

he same sense of working against time to save the nation’s re-

ces from “the bastard claims of a bastard acquisitive culture”

neated much of the rest of the New Deal’s conservation program.*®

m President Roosevelt released the report of the Mississippi Valley

imittee, headed by Morris Cooke, Stuart Chase commented: “An-

T generation of the strenuous pursuit of the main chance, and it

ife to say that Old Man River would roar in lonely majesty, lid

hat dirty animal homo sapiens, his waters clean at last.” Cooke

self told a reporter that if the country did not adopt the Com-
ee’s twenty-year program, “our country as a vital force in human
irs will disappear in, say, three generations.”*® Animated by the

Alistair Cooke, A Generation on Trial (New York, 1951), p. 28.

“The Grasslands,’* Fortune, XII (November, 1935), 60. Cf. Wellington

c. Big Hugh (New York, 1951).

Stuart Chase, “Old Man River,” New Republic, LXXXII (1935), 178.

Ibid,; Kenneth Trombley, The Life and Times of a Happy Liberal (New
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conviction that they were racing doom, the conservationists speeded

up their timetable; the government established national parks in the

Olympic rain forest and in the Shenandoah, new national monuments

like Joshua Tree and White Sands, new big-game refuges like the

Hart Mountain Antelope Range in southeastern Oregon; demon-

strated the feasibility of multipurpose river basin development in the

Tennessee Valley; and outlined bold programs of resources develop-

ment. In the first three years of the New Deal, the government ac-

quired more than twice the acreage in forest lands as had been

purchased in the previous history of national forests.^’’

Indispensable to the work of soil conservation and reforestation was

the Civilian Conservation Corps. By September, 1935, over five hun-

dred thousand young men lived in CCC camps. In all, more than

two and a half million would enlist: boys from the southern pines and

the sequoia country of the West, boys from Bayonne and Cicero who
had never seen forests or mountains before. They thinned four million

acres of trees, stocked almost a billion fish, built more than 30,000

wildlife shelters, dug diversion ditches and canals, and restored Revo-

lutionary and Civil War battlefields. They fought spruce sawflies and

Mormon crickets in western foiests, grasshoppers in the Midwest,

gypsy moths in the East, They built a network of lookout towers and

roads and trails so that fires could be detected and reached more easily;

when fires broke out, regiments of Roosevelt’s “Tree Army” were

rushed to the front—forty-seven firefighters lost their lives. Above all,

they planted trees—saplings of cedar and hemlock and poplar—^in

bumed-over districts, on eroded hillsides, on bleak mountain slopes

ruthlessly stripped of virgin timber. Of all the forest planting, public

and private, in the history of the nation, more than half was done by

the CCC.^

York, 1954), p. 120; “Minutes, Mississippi Valley Committee,” Morris Cooke
MSS., Box 264. In addition to the Mississippi Valley Committee, the National
Resources Committee, the Great Plains Committee, the President’s Committee
on Water Flow, and numerous other committees inventoried resources to make
recommendations to planning and action agencies.

Report of the Secretary of Agriculture 1936 (Washington, 1936).
28 David Coyle, Conservation (New Brunswick, 1957), p. 103; Major John

Guthrie, “The CCC and American Conservation,” Scientific Monthly^ LVII
(1943), 401-412; Bernard Roth, “Remember the CCC,” Soil Conservation,
XVIII (1953), 205; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 338-340; Luther
Gulick, American Forest Policy (New York, 1951), p. 111.
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The policies Roosevelt had pursued in his first term had met with

favorable a response that the Republicans faced an uphill battle in

eir campaign to oust him in 19S6. To oppose the President, the

O.P. named Alf Landon of Kansas, the only Republican governor

icted in 1932 who survived the Democratic tidal wave of 1934. As

5 running mate, the convention chose Colonel Frank Knox, a

•ongly nationalistic Chicago publisher who had served as a Rough
ider under Teddy Roosevelt and boasted a sombrero pierced by two

diets at San Juan Hill. Landon, dismissed by many as an Old Guard
bieelhorse, was, in fact, a good deal more liberal than his sponsors,

ke Knox a former Bull Mooser, he had fought the Ku Klux Kian

Kansas, had a superb record on civil liberties, and had demonstrated

at he favored the regulation of business. He had endorsed any num-
r of New Deal projects in swords that were to come back to plague

m during the campaign.^®

In a race against the dynamic Franklin Roosevelt, Landon seemed

idly mismatched. Chester Rowell, the head of the California dele-

ition to the Republican convention, thought Landon “a pretty poor

ecunen” and even a supporter like Gifford Pinchot conceded he was

) “world-beater.”®^ Many Landon backers were distressed by the

ovemor’s ineffective delivery on the radio. “For God’s sake break

ur sentences and make them shorter in your speeches,” pleaded one

his followers.®^ In contrast to the worldly Roosevelt, Landon ap-

jared to be what Jim Farley, in an indiscreet moment, called him:

e governor of a “typical prairie state.” Yet it was precisely Landon’s

lality of provincialism which appealed to many Americans. Republi-

n speakers contrasted the steady-going Landon, with his agreeable

lile and comfortable air, with the sophisticated Roosevelt with his

isettling and vaguely dishonest charm. Since Landon spoke so

retchedly, people knew he was sincere. One correspondent, who told

andon not to change his style, observed : “The people of this country

ant exactly what the Pilgrim Fathers wanted, and exactly what the

29 Willis Thornton, The Life of Alfred M. Landon (New York, 1936), pp.
1-77,* William Allen White to Judson King, August 27, 1936, King MSS., Box
i; Landon to F.D.R., January 16, 1934, FDRL OF 444 B.

Rochester Rowell to Myrtle Rowell, June 11, 1936, Rowell MSS.; Gifford

nchot to Judson King, June 6, 1936, King MSS., Box 15.

James R. Schmidt to Alf Landon, c. May 27, 1936, Landon MSS. Landon,
mented H. L. Mencken, “simply lacks the power to inflame the boobs.”

iencken to Henry Morrow Hyde, September 17, 1936, Hyde MSS.
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pioneers who treked to Kansas wanted. . . This nostalgia for the

old days permeated the Republican campaign. The G.O.P.^ which

sought to glorify the horse-and-buggy days Roosevelt had derided,

blanketed the country with sunflowers, and adopted as its campaign

song “Oh, Susanna,” the ballad of the Or^on Trail.

Landon’s modestly liberal record won him few votes. His appeal lay

rather in offering opponents of President Roosevelt a way to express

their displeasure at New Deal policies. Roosevelt’s style of politics

deeply offended men of conservative temperament. He refused to be

bound by the restraints that confined other leaders in the past. He
abandoned the gold standard, operated the government with un-

balanced budgets, and moved in a world of “non-Euclidian” eco-

nomics. The fixed world of the predepression years—the world where

parallel lines never met—had been torpedoed by the commandants of

the alphabet agencies. Roosevelt was seen as the agent of willful

change, a man who expressed the spirit of a decade in which the swing

clarinetist Benny Goodman invaded Carnegie Hall, a man whose

Surgeon General Thomas Parran dared to speak the forbidden word

“syphilis” over the radio, a man whose defiance of tradition would

even permit him to change the day of the year on which the old New
England holiday of Thanksgiving was celebrated.^^

Many of the nation’s wealthy were almost incoherent with rage at

President Roosevelt. They refused to say his name, but referred to him
as “that man” or “he.” One of Roosevelt’s wealthy neighbors, How-
land Spencer, hated the President so much that he exiled himself in

the Bahamas and returned only after the Republicans won the con-

32 Ictes, Diary, I, 603; Otis Peabody Swift to Alf Landon, July 30, 1936,
Landon MSS.

33 Robert and Helen Lynd, Middletown in Transition (New York, 1937), p,

125; I. F. Stone, “Company in the Doghouse,” New Republic XCIII (1938),
251.

34 Parran defied taboos to conduct an effective campaign of education about
venereal disease. Parran, Bernard de Voto sardonically remarked, “as I under-
stand it, holds letters patent on the disease.” De Voto to Hans Zinsser, May 25,
1937, De Voto MSS., Box 2. One critic believed the New Deal had fathered
swing, for swing was “merely a tonal expression of this age of apparent license, in
which the common property rights of man, upon which all enduring civilizations
have been built, seem to be purloined by many. Under such a social frenzy no
one has any rights.” William Roberts Tilford, “Swing I Swing! Swing!” Etude,
LV (1937), 835. In 1939, Roosevelt decreed that TTbanksgiving would fall on
November 23 rather than the last Thursday, November 30.
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donal elections in 1946. Terrified by the prospect of confiscatory

tion^ the wealthy viewed Roosevelt as a reckless leveler. Accus-

ed to having their authority unchallenged^ businessmen resented

rising empires of government and labor. Many businessmen were
ily defiant. Arthur Young, U.S. Steel vice-president in charge of

strial relations, told the American Management Association that

er than obey the Wagner bill he would “go to jail, or be convicted

felon.” The Association then gave Yoimg a medal for “outstand-

and creative work in the field of industrial relations.”^® In the fall

935, the American Bankers Association convention rejected its own
inating committee’s recommendation for second vice-president,

.use he was a business associate of Marriner Eccles, and chose in-

i a “Main Street banker,” Orval Adams of Salt Lake City. View-

government as a sovereign power would treat an upstart rival,

ms proposed that bankers “declare an embargo” and “decline to

e further purchases.” “The Bankers of America,” Adams asserted,

uld resume negotiations with the Federal Government only imder

pd economy, a balanced budget, and a sane tax program.”^

mdon won the support of a number of Wilsonian Democrats who
jved that Roosevelt had jettisoned virtues like character, thrift, and

reliance, had forsaken goals like the equality of opportunity to com-

for a new emphasis on security and social rights, and had given

elf over to a brazen cadre of planners. Like the advance guard of

y'olutionary army, these nom homines had moved into the Walsh-

.ean mansion on Massachusetts Avenue in the summer of 1935.

i, where the Prince of Wales and the King of the Belgians had

been entertained, the New Dealers drafted plans for greenbelt

IS, some working at desks in the grand ballroom, some in Mrs.

iCan’s brocaded boudoir.®^ Most of all, old-time Democrats were

>untenanced by policies which they thought fomented class ani-

ty and encouraged minority-bloc politics. Newton Baker protested:

Fortune, XII (July, 1935), 140.

Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers, pp. 232—234; Grant Macfarlane to Elbert

las, February 19, 1936, Elbert Thomas MSS., Box 14. Cf. Schlesinger,

ng of New Deal, pp. 471-480; Marquis Childs, They Hate Roosevelt (New
» 1936) ;

Thomas Paul Jenkin, Reaction of Major Groups to Positive Gov-
ent in the United States, 1930-1940 (“University of California Publications

litical Science,’* I pBerkeley and Los Angeles, 1945]), 298—328.

Marquis Childs, I Write from Washington (New York, 1942), pp. 10-11;
ary Digest, CXX (August 31, 1935), 10.
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“The trouble with this recognition of the class war is that it spreads

like a grease stain and every group formed around a special and selfish

interest demands the same sort of recognition. As a consequence our

(government for the last three years has been the mere tossing of tubs

to each whale as it grows bold enough to stick its head out of the

water.”^

For three years, A1 Smith had taken a strong stand behind the pol-

icies of Grover Cleveland. On January 25, 1936, at a Liberty League

banquet at the Mayflower Hotel in Washington before a gathering of

two thousand that numbered a dozen du Fonts, business leaders like

Winthrop Aldrich, and discontented Democrats like Dean Acheson,

Smith charged that the Supreme Court had been forced to work over-

time “throwing the alphabet out the window three letters at a time.”

The Roosevelt administration, he declared, had been turned in a So-

cialist direction. “It is all right with me if they want to disguise them-

selves as Norman Thomas or Karl Marx, or Lenin, or any of the rest

of that bunch,” Smith shouted, “but what I won’t stand for is allow-

ing them to march under the banner of Jefferson, Jackson and Cleve-

land.” When the November elections came. Smith warned, he and

other Democrats of like mind would probably “take a walk.” Together

with Smith, men like John W. Davis, another former Democratic

presidential nominee, bolted the party, convinced it had been taken

over by Republican progressives and hitherto unknown social workers

and professors. “Who is Ickes? Who is Wallace? Who is Hopkins, and,

in the name of all that is good and holy, who is Tugwell, and where

did he blow from?” Smith asked.®®

Such appeals probably cost London more votes than they won him.

Infuriated Democrats who had supported Smith in 1928 denounced

him as a “Benedict Arnold” who had betrayed his party, and as a tum-

3® Newton Baker to Walter Lippmzum, Janiiary 27, 1936, Baker MSS., Box
149; D. F. Houston to W. W. Ball, December 31, 1937, Ball MSS.; George
Creel, Rebel at Large (New York, 1947), p. 337.

3® “Dinner, American Liberty League, January 25, 1936, Hotel Mayflower,
Washington, D.C.,” Jouett Shouse MSS., American Liberty League, 1934—36;
Smith, “I Am an American Before I Am a Democrat,” Vital Speeches, III

(1936), 18. The Jeffersonian Democrats of Virginia stated: “Clad in its new
and fantastic vestments of the New Deal [the Democratic party] resembles true
Democracy about as much as Earl Browder resembles Washington, Frankfurter
Jefferson, Tugwell Madison, or Ickes Wilson.” Copy in the Thomas Lromax
Hunter MSS.
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at who, unable to resist the blandishments of the rich, had turned in

5 brown derby for a top hat.*^ “Ifs a long way from Mamie
Rourke to the grand dames of Park Avenue, Al,*’ commented the

5w York Post.^^ The Liberty League was so patently an alliance of

e wealthy that the Republican National Committee asked it to re-

lin from endorsing the Landon ticket. Landon himself found it

[possible to disassociate himself from conservative party leaders, in-

iding its chairman John Hamilton. After the election, Landon

ote: “One of the things that was wrong with the campaign was that

iidn’t have enough help on the Progressive and Liberal side to pick

I the ball and emphasize our really liberal stand on many questions.”

the campaign progressed, Landon, who from the outset had favored

xenchment, a balanced budget, and the gold standard, made more

d more conservative statements at the same time that he made ex-

Lvagant promises to farmers and to the aged. By Election Day, many
the disaffected Democrats—^Newton Baker, Dean Acheson, James

Warburg—had returned to Roosevelt, in part no doubt out of dis-

isionment with Landon’s campaign.^^

It seemed unlikely that any Republican candidate could outpoll

anklin Roosevelt in 1936; G.O.P. hopes rested on the possibility

It a combination of Coughlin, Townsend, and other dissident ele-

cts under the leadership of Huey Long would draw enough votes

ay from the President to allow the Republican challenger to slip

•ough. But all threats from Huey Long in 1936 had ended dramati-

ily at the State House in Baton Rouge, on a September night in

35, when a white-clad figure stepped out of the evening shadows

d shot down Louisiana’s senator. Dr. Carl Austin Weiss, who had

tnessed the dictatorship of Dollfuss in Vienna in his student days,

d been outraged by Long’s attempt to dislodge an obscure judge.

Leslie Fowden to Lindsay Warren, January 7, 1936, Warren MSS., Box 15;

e New York TimeSy October 3, 1936. Lillian Wald wrote sadly: “I mar-

led that bitterness could so blind a man who for so many years has stood for

ter things.” Lillian Wald to Herbert Lehman, January 29, 1936, Lillian Wald
>S., Correspondence.

New York Post, Press Time (New York, 1936), pp. 95—96. Gk)vemor Earle

npared the Liberty League dinner at which Smith spoke to Blaine’s “Bel-

zzar” speech. George Earle, “Federal Relief Work in Pennsylvania,” address,

ladelphia, April 20, 1936, Earle MSS., Speech and News File No. 75.
2 Landon to Henry Haskell, November 13, 1936, Landon MSS.; Schlesinger,

itics of Upheaval, p. 634.
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Wdss’s father-in-law. As he staggered through the corridors, Huey

asked: “I wonder what they shot me for?” Thirty-one hours later, he

was dead.

Long^s Share the Wealth followers in every part of the country

mourn^ the death of their hero. A New York woman wrote Roose-

velt: “Gk)d have mercy on poor dead good Huey Long and for give

the who kild him he was a good man Huey Long was. . .

Alongside paid advertisements to St. Rita and St. Joseph, devout

Catholics in southern Louisiana inserted notices that read: “Thanks

to Huey P. Long for answers to my prayers.”^® Gerald L. K. Smith,

who wired Roosevelt protesting “fmancing potential assassins with

government money,” laid claim to the Long mantle, but Louisiana

politicians brushed him aside, liquidated the organization, and sought

an arrangement with the President. In an accommodation that was

jeered as the “Second Louisiana Purchase,” the administration was

happy to obHge.^

As the Long organization disintegrated^j the main threats to Roose-

vdt from the messiah groups came from Dr. Townsend and Father

Coughlin. Roosevelt, it has been said, nullified their appeal by ^reform

l^islation which wiped out the discontent on which they fed. But

Townsend’s strength reached its apex after the passage of the Social

Security Act,* in fact, he gained recruits precisely because of the

inadequacy of the New Deal peosion system, which left millions of

elderly Americans unprotected.*® Townsendism, which, as Today re-

marked, was “easily the outstanding political sensation” of 1935,

claimed control of two western governors and the legislatures of seven

western states. In November, 1935, it threw a bad scare into politicians

east of the MississippL Vemer Main, the only candidate to support the

Townsend Plan in a field of five, won the Republican primary in

^Aime Sloane to F.D.R., n.d., FDRL OF 1403; Hamett Elane, Louisiana
Hayride (New York, 1941), p. 162. “The poor man cannot have represena-
try^ because they, like Lincoln and Huey, are killed and by whom and for what?”
asked a Kansan. “We know that big interest—Standard oil and so on—^are at
the bottom of this.” V. J. Parsens to F.D.R., n.d., FDRL OF 1403. Gf. P. L.
Galway to B. F. Gassaway, September 13, 1935, Gassaway MSS., Corre-
^nd«ice, 1935.
^ Smith to F.D.R., Septemb^ 16, 1935, FDRL OF 1403; Kane, Louisiana

Hayride, p. 183.

Edwin Witte to Merrill Murray, December 11, 1935, Grace Abbott to
Edward Gostigan, January 30, 1936, Costigan MSS., V.F. 4.
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lichigan’s Third Congressional District with 133419 votes; his nearest

pponent polled only 438O6 votes. Main went on to defeat his Demo-

ratic opponent in the by-election in December. The Townsend Na-

onal Weekly gloated: “As Main Goes, So Goes the Nation.”^

At the height of its power, the Townsend movement began to col-

pse. When a former national publicity director of the organization

veled charges of corruption at the doctor and Robert Clements, Re-

ublicans and Democrats seized the opportunity to unite to scotch

le Townsend menace. A probe by a hostile congressional committee,

hile unable to prove any wrongdoing by Townsend, revealed that

lements had profited handsomely. In March, 1936, after a political

ad financial disagreement, Townsend ordered Clements to resign;

ae week later, the doctor broke with Congressman McGroarty. The
bwnsend strength had never been as great as western politicians had

een scared into believing, and, with the adroit Clements gone, the

olitical organization fell apart. In an Oregon primary, four rival

bwnsend candidates battled for the same post. Townsend himself

eaded in a new political direction. After being subjected to severe

uestioning, Townsend stalked out of the committee room, and the

louse cited him for contempt. Arm and arm with him as he marched

ut of the hearings walked Gerald L. K. Smith.^*^

In June, 1936, Smith, Fathar Coughlin, and some of the Townsend-

es joined forces to create a new third party. Representative William

,emke of North Dakota, the Union party’s presidential candidate, had

o hope of victory, but he counted on the battalions of Townsend and

loughlin to roll up a respectable vote. Townsend gave Lemke his

ersonal support, but did not dare try to win official endorsement from

is organization. A national Townsendite convention in Cleveland in

lid-July shook with dissension. Father Coughlin ripped off his coat

nd clerical collar, and denounced the President as “the great betrayer

^ “The Townsend Threat,” Todayy V (December 28, 1935), 12; Townsend
National Weekly, I (December 2, 1935), 1; News-Week, VI (December 28,

935), 5-7.

^'^The New York Times, May 22, 1936; Schlesinger, Politics of Upheaval,

. 552; Gerold Frank, “Huey Long the Second,” Nation, CXLIII (1936), 93-

4-. In March, 1937, Townsend received a thirty-day jail term. At the last

jcond, as he was about to start serving the sentence, a breathless messenger

oy ran up with a pardon from President Roosevelt. The New York Times,

larch 13, 1937; Dr. Francis Townsend, New Horizons (Chicago, 1943), p.

11 .
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and liar’* and as “Franklin Double-Crossing Roosevelt.” But an Okla-

homa Democrat, Corner Smith, won almost as much applause when

he denounced Gerald Smith and defended the President as a “church-

going, Bible-reading, God-fearing man,” a “golden-hearted patriot who
had saved the country from communism.”^

By the time Coughlin’s National Union for Social Justice convened

in August, the alliance had been all but shattered. The manager of

the National Union convention declared that Townsend and Smith

would speak at the meeting “only over his dead body.”^® Coughlin

announced he would swing at least nine million votes for Lemke, or

he would quit broadcasting. “As I was instrumental in removing

Herbert Hoover from the White House so help me God I will be in-

strumental in taking a Communist from the chair once occupied by

Washington,” he promised.®® Yet Coughlin not only scorned Townsend

and Smith; he even ignored Lemke. Before the end of the campaign,

both Townsend and Lemke had denounced Smith for his fascist sym-

pathies, and Townsend, his own organization in the process of dis-

ruption, gave Lemke lukewarm support. Progressives abhorred the

Jew-baiting of Coughlin and Smith. Catholic liberals like Frank Walsh,

who had once looked with favor on the Radio Priest, now repudiated

him.®^

As Lemke’s hopes withered, Coughlin became more violent. On
September 25 in Cincinnati, he called the President “anti-God,” and

advocated using bullets when an “upstart dictator in the United States

succeeds in making a one-party government and when the ballot is

useless.” Increasingly he resorted to the kind of effects Hitler employed

^^Time, XXVIII (July 27, 1936), 17-19; The New York Times, July 17,

1936; H. L. Mencl^en to Henry Morrow Hyde, July 28, 1936, Hyde MSS.;
H. L. Mencken, Heathen Days (New York, 1943), pp. 295-297.

When a reporter questioned Coughlin about a tour with the other two
leaders, he responded: “Why should they tag me around?” The New York
Times, August 13, 14, 1936. One writer noted: “He ruthlessly prevented the

Reverend Smith from speaking until late on Saturday, squirmed in his seat while

Gerald talked, elaborately pretended to go to sleep, grinned slyly at those

around him.” Jonathan Mitchell, “Father Coughlin’s Children,” New Republic,

LXXXVIII (1936), 74.

50 Literary Digest, CXXII (Aug. 15, 1936), 4-5.
51 Frank P. Walsh to John Lapp, October 1, 1936, Walsh MSS. Neither farm

nor labor groups gave Lemke the backing which Coughlin had expected. Donald
McCoy, Angry Voices (Lawrence, Kan., 1958), pp. 115-155.
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Germany. In Chicago, he walked between an honor guard of 2,500

en who wore armbands and carried When he launched per-

nal diatribe against the duly constituted head of the American

jvernment, his own Church intervened to restrain him. The Vatican

mmoned his bishop, Michael Gallagher, to Rome; Osservatore Ro-

ano upbraided him for creating disrespect for authority; the Papal

^cretary of State, Cardinal Pacelli (later Pope Pius XII), embarked

r a “vacation” in the United States; and Monsignor John Ryan, on

national radio network, rebuked Coughlin for calling Roosevelt a

Dmmunist.®® Despite all these tribulations, the Union party ticket

Lve the Democrats no little concern. Reports that the Union party

ight win 20 per cent of the Irish-Catholic ballots in Massachusetts

id Rhode Island indicated that Roosevelt might be in trouble among
itholic voters in industrial states.^

The Franklin Roosevelt who campaigned in 1936 had come a long

ly in four years. He no longer had the same faith in an all-class al-

ijice. In early May, aboard the yacht Potomac^ he told Moley angrily

at businessmen as a class were stupid, that newspapers were just as

id; nothmg would win more votes than to have the press and the

isiness community aligned against him. In his opening fusillade of

e campaign, on a sticky June night in Philadelphia before over a

indred thousand at Franklin Fidd, Roosevelt lashed out at “eco-

^^The New York Times, September 26, 1936; Social Justice, September 14,

36.

^^The New York Times, September 3, 10, 1936; James Shenton, “The
ughlin Movement and the New Deal,” Political Science Quarterly, LXIII
958), 364-366. A Goughlinite censured the Monsignor: “Do you realize the

ormity of your sin???? You have split the Catholic world in twain.” A. Ryan
Msgr. John Ryan, October 25, 1936, Ryan MSS. When Coughlin persisted in

anding Roosevelt a “scab President,” even the complaisant Bishop Gallagher

juired him to apologize publicly. The New York Times, November 1, 1936.

Thomas Simonton to Maurice P. Davidson and Frank P. Walsh, Progres-

e National Committee MSS., Box 2. In western Massachusetts, Mrs. Agnes
savey, a Goughlinite, defeated six male rivals to win the Democratic nomina-
n for Congress in the second district. Representative John McCormack of

>ston ran scared when 40,000 voters took the trouble to put stickers of the

)ughlinite candidate for senator on the ballot. No less than three Catholic

ngressmen in the Bay State—John Higgins, Arthur Healey, and Joseph

isey—^abandoned Roosevelt to curry Coughlin’s support. Springfield (Mass.)

lion, September 17, 1936; McCormack to F.DJt., September 26, 1936, FDRL
T 4057; The New York Times, October 13, 1936.
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nomic royalists” who took “other people’s money” to impose a “new

industrial dictatorship.”®®

For the next four months^ he ignored Landon and campaigned in-

stead against Herbert Hoover and the interests. At the close of the

campaign^ at Madison Square Garden on October 31, he let out all

the stops. The forces of “organized money,” he told a roaring crowd,

“are unanimous in their hate for me—and I welcome their hatred.”

“I should like to have it said of my first Administration that in it the

forces of selfishness and of lust for power met their match. ... I

should like to have it said
—

” Another deafening roar from the crowd.

“Wait a moment!” the President cried. “I should like to have it said

of my second Administration that in it these forces met their master.”

The Garden was pandemcmium.®®

By 1936, Franklin Roosevelt had forged a new political coalition

firmly based on the masses in the great northern cities, and led in

Congress by a new political type: the northern urban liberal Democrat

typified by New York City’s Robert Wagner. Wagner, a true son of the

city—^he became uneasy whenever the el train near his apartment ceased

to rumble—spoke for an industrial liberalism considerably more ad-

vanced than that advocated by most traditional Republican farm-state

progressives. While old-stock Americans in the small towns clung to

the G.O.P., the newer ethnic groups in the cities swung to Roosevelt,

mostly out of gratitude for New Deal welfare measures, but partly

out of delight with being granted “recognition.” Under Harding,

Goolidge, and Hoover, one out of every twenty-five judicial app)oint-

ments Went to a Catholic; under Roosevelt, more than one out of every

four.®’' At the 1936 convention, northern cities demonstrated their new

^^Moley, After Seven Years, p. 337; PubUc Papers, V, 232-233; Raymond
Clapper, Watching the World (New York, 1944), pp. 8^87. Roosevelt’s ref-

erence to "economic royalists” stung. "I can’t be for Roosevelt any more,” one
prominent woman told Frances Perkins. "He called me a dirty name.” Frances
Perkins, GOHC, VII, 7.

Public Papers, V, 568—569; Bums, Roosevelt, pp. 282-283. Cf. Newton
Baker to William Allen White, November 2, 1936, White MSS., Box 182.

5’' Samuel Lubell, The Future of American Politics (New York, 1952), pp.
78—79; Oscar Handlin, The American People in the Twentieth Century (Cam-
bridge, 1954), pp. 183-184, 203. Cf. John Dingell to F.D.R., June 26, 1937,

James Roosevelt MSS., Box 36 ; M. G. Gonzales to Richard Dillon, October 20,

1934, Dillon MSS.
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>wer in the party when delegates wiped out the century-old two-

irds rule, long one of the chief defenses of southern Democrats.®®

n Election Day, of the cities of one hundred thousand or more, Roo-

velt would capture 104, Landon two.®®

Even the depression did little at first to shake the loyalty of Negroes

the party of Lincoln. In Detroit, Cleveland, Philadelphia, and other

ties in 1932, Negroes cast their ballots for Herbert Hoover. Cin-

onati’s heavily Negro Ward 16 gave Roosevelt less than 29 per cent,

^hile Roosevelt won 59 per cent of the white vote in Chicago, he

>lled only 23 per cent of the Negro ballots.®® The early New Deal

•ovoked sharp criticism from Negro leaders. They censured the NRA
r displacing Negro industrial workers and raising prices more than

ages: the Blue Eagle, contended one writer, was “a predatory bird”;

le NRA had but one meaning, “Negroes Ruined Again.”®^ They pro-

sted AAA policies which drove Negro tenant farmers and share-

oppers from the land, while white landowners pocketed government

lecks. Negroes could live neither in the TVA^s model town of Norris

3r in the subsistence homestead community of Arthurdale; the New
eal’s showplace communities were Jim Crow towns. The Negro,

rote the N.A.A.C.P. organ Crisis in 1935, “ought to realize by now
lat the powers-that-be in the Roosevelt administration have nothing

r them.”®®

®®San Francisco Chronicle^ June 25—26, 1936. The fig^ht to abolish the rule

IS led by Senator Bennett Champ Clark of Missouri, whose father had had a

ajority of the delegates at the 1912 convention but had been denied the

)mination.

This was the peak year of metropolitan pluralities for Roosevelt. New York
ity gave the President a whopping 1,367,000 plurality. Samuel Eldersveld,

[he Influence of Metropolitan Party Pluralities in Presidential Elections since

>20,” American Political Science Review, XLIII (1949), 1197.

Ernest Collins, “Cincinnati Negroes and Presidential Politics,” Journal of

egro History, XLI (1956), 132—133; Elmer Henderson, “Political Changes
tnong Negroes in Chicago During the Depression,” Social Forces, XIX (1941),
D.

John P. Davis, “Blue Eagles and Black Workers,” New Republic, LXXXI
934), 9, and, “What Price National Recovery?” Crisis, XL (1933), 271—272.

F. Donald Richberg to Eleanor Roosevelt, October 23, 1934, Richberg MSS.,
)x 2.

John P. Davis, “The Negro and TVA,” National Association for the Ad-
mcement of Colored People, August, 1 935, mimeographed, in Robert Wagner
SS.; Paul Conkin, Tomorrow a New World (Ithaca, 1959), pp. 200—203;
Joci^ Security—^for White Folk,” Crisis, XLII (1935), 80.
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N^o leaders also rebuked Roosevelt for the failure of New Deal

Congresses to enact civil rights legislation. After a recrudescence of

lynching in 1933, the N.A.A.G.P. drafted a federal antilynching bill,

which was introduced in 1934 by Senators Costigan and Wagner. New
lynchings in that year intensified the plea for federal action. A Geor-

gian wrote Senator Wagner: “In Georgia thay Ar ELilling the Colored

Woman and Saturday Night Oct 27th thay mobed a Negro man he is

Not Dead but looking to Die Any Day i Want you to Do your best

to Stop this. . . . i wont Rite my Name fer that it Would be Publish

and thay Will Kill Me as i A N^ro.”®^ The President denounced

lynching and was willing, after some urging, to support a vote on an

antilynching measure, so long as it did not tie up other reform legis-

lation. But he refused to make it “must” legislation, for, if he did.

Southern committee chairmen might kill every economic proposal he

asked them to advance. Without the President’s help, supporters of the

bill faded to break a filibuster of southern Democrats abetted by

Senator Borah. Not a single piece of civil rights l^islation was adopted

in Roosevelt’s four terms in the White House. Vexed at the President’s

stand, the N.A.A.C.P. broke with him on April 27, 1935. Vice-Dean

Charles Houston of Howard University asked: “Is the Democratic

Party determined to make it impossible for self-respecting Negroes to

support it in 1936?”®^

But there were counterforces pulling the Negro toward the Roose-

velt coalition. Roosevelt appointed Negroes to more important posts

than they had ever held, and New Deal policies frequently broke the

pattern of racial discrimination. Negroes were especially impressed

by the sincerity of Mrs. Roosevelt and Secretary Ickes. The Democrats

took pains to distribute more than a million photographs of Mrs. Roo-
sevelt flanked by two young Negro R.O.T.G. officers at Howard Uni-

v^ity. Harold Ickes, who had been president of the Chicago

NA.A.C.P., created a new post of director of “Negro economics,”

made a point of hiring Negroes in the Department of the Interior, and
gave them a large share of the new housing in his slum-clearance proj-

ects. Most of all, Negroes swung to Roosevelt because they had been

^Anon. to Robert Wagner, November 14, 1934, Wagner MSS.
Walter White, A Man Called White (New York, 1948), pp. 169-170;

Joseph Gavagan, COHC, p. 46; statement in Costigan MSS., V.F. 3.
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mted relief. In many areas, Negroes, hit harder than any group by

i depression, survived largely because of relief checks. Unlike the

^G, the WPA imposed no quotas. The NYA, through the noted

gro. leader Mary McLeod Bethune, funneled funds to thousands

young Negroes. Negro intellectuals might fret at the inequities of

5 New Deal, but the masses of Negroes began to break party lines in

Ltitude for government bounties and nondiscriminatory treatment.®*^

\s early as 1932, G.O.P. politicians had come back with surprising

elligence from Negro wards: “They’re getting tired of Lincoln.”

jenchanted with the Republican party, Robert Vann, publisher of

! Pittsburgh Courier^ told Negro voters: “My friends, go turn Lin-

n’s picture to the wall. That debt has been paid in full.” In 1934,

groes began to switch to the Democrats, and by 1936 they were

)stantially Democratic. That year every Negro ward in Cleveland

:ed Democratic; Cincinnati’s Ward 16 gave the President over 65

' cent of the ballots; Roosevelt ran better than twice as well among
gro voters in Chicago as he had four years before. The President

k Pittsburgh’s Negro Third Ward by nearly 10-1. By mid-1938, a

rtune poll would reveal that 84.7 per cent of Negro respondents

inted themselves pro-Roosevelt.®^

iloosevelt’s urban coalition united city leaders like Pittsburgh’s Dave
wrence not only behind the national party program but in support

“little New Deals” in the states. Under Governor George Earle,

insylvania passed a stringent child labor law, ended the notorious

il and iron police, adopted a “little Wagner Act,” and stepped up

es on corporations. Under Herbert Lehman, New York extended

rkmen’s compensation, outlawed yellow-dc^ contracts, and provided

employment insurance. Michigan boasted a “little New Deal” under

^Gunnar Myrdal, An American Dilemma (New York, 1944), pp. 463-464,

; George Rawick, “The New Deal and Youth” (unpublished Ph.D. disserta-

i, University of Wisconsin, 1957), Ch. 10; “Minutes of the fourth meeting
the inter-departmental group concerned with the special problems of

^roes,” June 1, 1934, Leon Henderson MSS., Box 7; Edward Litchfield, “A
e Study of Negro Political Behavior in Detroit,” Public Opinion Quarterly,

1941), 267-274.
* W. L. White, What People Said (New York, 1938), p. 335. Joseph Alsop

Robert Kintner, “The Guffey: Biography of a Boss, New Style,” Saturday

ning Post, GCX (March 26, 1938), 6; Joseph Guffey, Seventy Years on the

l-Fire Wagon (Lebanon, Pa., 1952), pp. 75, 170—171; Collins, “Cincinnati,”

.33; Henderson, “Chicago,” p. 540; Fortune, XVIII (July, 1938), 37.
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Frank Murphy; California waited until 1939 to develop its unique

version under Gulbert Olson.®’'

In the 1936 campaign, John L. Lewis, a lifelong Republican who
had backed Hoover four years before, massed the battalions of the

C.LO, behind Roosevelt. G.I.O. unions contributed the enormous sum

of $770,000 to the President’s campaign chest; $469,000 of it came

from Lewis’ United Mine Workers.®® These contributions marked a

historic shift in the financial base of the Democratic party; as business

sources dried up, the U.M.W.’s donation made the union the party’s

largest single benefactor. In 1932, bankers and brokers had subscribed

24 per cent of all sums of $1,000 or more; in 1936, they gave less than

4 per cent.®® Lewis and Sidney Hillman also persuaded George Berry,

leader of the A.F. of L. Printing Pressmen’s Union, to join with them

to create Labor’s Non-Partisan Le^ue to help re-elect Roosevelt. Hill-

man and Dubinsky led a mass exodus of Socialists from the garment

imions into the Roosevelt coalition. The defection of Socialist union

leaders, and the immense appeal of Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal,

all but destroyed the Socialist party.’’®

The creation of Labor’s Non-Partisan League appeared to indicate

that American uni6ns had decided to adopt the remedy British Labour

theoreticians had long prescribed : the creation of a labor party in the

United States. In fact, Lewis was doing no more than modifying the

Gompers tradition, although modifying it in a significant way. No
A.F. of L. walking delegate ever had more concern with protecting the

Richard Keller, “Pennsylvania’s Little New Deal” (unpublished PhD.
dissertation, Columbia University, 1960) ; Guffey, Red-Fire Wagon, pp. 99-100;
Message to General Assembly, January 28, 1935, Speech and News File No. 67,

George Earle MSS. ,* David Ellis, James Frost, Harold Syrett, and Harry Carman,
A Short History of New York State (Ithaca, 1957), pp. 420-431

;
Knickerbocker

Press, October 24, 1936; Robert Burke, OUon^s New Deal for California (Berke-

ley and Los Angeles, 1953.)

These figures include a loan of $50,000 from the U.M.W. to the Democratic
National Committee and of $35,000 from the Amalgamated Bank to the Ameri-
can Labor Party.

Louise Overacker, “Labor’s Political Contributions,” Political Science

Quarterly, LIV (1939), 60.

^®In 1936, Thomas received only 187,720 votes, compared to the 884,781
he had polled four years before. By 1940, the Socialist vote had sunk to 99,557.

David Shannon, The Socialist Party of America (New York, 1955), pp. 227-

249; Norman Thomas to Maynard Kreuger, November 1, 1936, Socialist Party

MSS.
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>b interest of union members than Lewis, and he r^arded his huge

ontribution to Roosevelt as an offering for which he expected a

leasurable return. When Lewis sat with the President at a rally in

[arrisburg in 1936, he haid, one reporter noted, “a slightly possessive

ir as though this had been a fete de Versailles that he had ordered

nd paid for, as indeed he had.” Lewis told a writer later: “The

Inited Mine Workers and the CIO have paid cash on the barrel for

v’ery piece of legislation that we have gotten. ... Is anyone fool

aough to believe for one instant that we gave this money to Roosevelt

ecause we were spellbound by his voice

In the 1936 elections, LaboPs Non-Partisan League was credited

ith helping swing Ohio, Illinois, and Indiana to Roosevelt and with

iming Pennsylvania Democratic. Roosevelt carried traditionally Re-

ublican steel towns like Homestead 4-1 and the Jones and Laughlin

^ard in Pittsburgh 5,870 to 925. In New York, the newly formed

merican Labor party won 300,000 votes under its emblem. Never

efore had union leaders done so effective a job of mobilizing the labor

jte in a national campaign. Yet the final outcome was less a testi-

lony to their efficiency than of the sense many workers had that the

resident was their spokesman and, more than that, their friend. As

ae workingman put it: “Mr. Roosevelt is the only man we ever had

L the White House who would undentand that my boss is a sonofa-

Ltch.”"^

The labor vote indicated the sharpening class cleavage over political

sues that marked the Roosevelt years. As early as 1932, the Roosevelt

>te divided on class lines. Yet political scientists who analyzed the

)36 returns found to their astonishment that the class division was

ot as wide as anticipated, in part because Roosevelt received a sur-

dsing percentage of votes from the more prosperous.'^^ He had no

Marquis Childs, I Write from Washington (New York, 1942), p. 123;

Lul Alinsky, John L. Lewis (New York, 1949), p. 177.

72 Alf Landon fretted : “The labor leaders are aU tied up with this adminis-

ition.” Landon to Raymond Gram Swing, August 11, 1936, Landon MSS.
73 Eric Goldman, Rendezvous with Destiny (New York, 1952), p. 345. Cf.

nited Mine Workers Journal, XLVII (November 1, 1936), 5-6.

7^ W. F. Ogburn and Estelle Hill, “Income Classes and the Roosevelt Vote in

>32,’* Political Science Quarterly, L (1935), 186-193; Alfred Winslow Jones,

fe. Liberty and Property (Philadelphia, 1941), pp. 316-317; William F.

gbum and Lolagene C. Coombs, “The Economic Factor in ^e Roosevelt
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difficulty winning the backing of reformer-businessmen like the Boston

merchant Edward Filene. “Why shouldn’t the American people take

half my money from me?” Filene asked. “I took all of it from them.”

He held the support of thoughtful financiers like Russell Leffingwell of

the House of Morgan, although Leffingwell no longer had his old

enthusiasm. “It hurts our feelings to have you go on calling us money

changers and economic royalists,” he wrote the President. Still more

significant was the allegiance of businessmen on the make in the South

and West, many of whom had feuded with Wall Street. A. P. Giannini,

the powerful California chain banker, ui^ed Roosevelt’s re-election

and warmly supported the New Deal. Finally, the President drew

strength from businessmen in newer industries, typified by Thomas

Watson, whose International Business Machines flourished in the

igSO’s.*""

Roosevelt campaigned in 1936 as the leader of a liberal crusade

which knew no party lines. He mentioned the Democratic party by

name no more than three times in the whole campaign. He insisted on

an alliance of Democrats and Farmer-Laborites in Minnesota and got

the Democratic candidates for governor and senator to withdraw; he

encouraged the La Follette Progressives in Wisconsin; he worked with

the American Labor party in New York; and he repudiated his own
party’s nominee in Nebraska when he asked Comhusker voters to re-

turn the independent George Norris, “one of our major prophets,” to

the Senate.’'®

By 1936, almost all of the progressives had drifted into the Roose-

velt camp, in part because they believed they had no choice save to

Elections,” American Political Science Review, XXXIV (1940), 719-727;
Bums, Roosevelt, pp. 287-288.

Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 494; Leffingwell to F.D.R., September
1, 1936, FDRL PPF 866; San Francisco Chronicle, June 26, 1936; Watson to

Marvin McIntyre, June 19, 1936, FDRL PPF 2489. Cf. Joseph P. Kennedy,
Pm for Roosevelt (New York, 1936).

Stanley High, “Whose Party Is It?” Saturday Evening Post, CGIX (Feb-
ruary 6, 1937), 37; Stokes, Chip Off My Shoulder, pp. 456-457; Knickerbocker
Press, October 22, 1936; Public Papers, IV, 458-459; memorandum from Leo
Crowley to Marvin McIntyre, September 8, 1936, FDRL PPF 6659. In Roose-
velt: The Lion and the Fox, James Bums advances skilfully the thesis that
Roosevelt failed to weld an effective fanner-labor coalition. I sun impressed
rather by how far Roosevelt did go in breaking with his party to build a new
liberal alliance.
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pport the President in order to stave off a return to Hooverism, in

LTt because the New Deal, and especially the Second Hundred Days,

emed to be a fulfillment of the hopes of progressive reformers like

ne Addams and Florence Kelley.^’’ When Congress adopted the Social

icurity bill, Lillian Wald wrote Frances Perkins: “I wish that sister

alley had been saved to know that. Her life would have been more

Lppily ended.”’’^® PWA housing projects in Chicago bore the names

Jane Addams and Julia Lathrop. In the Tennessee Valley, Roose-

It was bringing to a brilliant conclusion the battle over Muscle

loals which had bloodied the progressives for so many years. Some
ogressive Republican Senators like Charles McNary, Cjerald Nye,

id William Borah sat out the campaign; others like Hiram Johnson

Ft no doubt they favored the President. Still other progressives like

sorge Norris, James Couzens, and the La Follettes campaigned ac-

rely for the President. Norris, who thought Roosevelt’s defeat would

! “a national calamity,” commented: “Not within my recollection

is there been a President who has taken the advanced ground which

•esident Roosevelt has taken to free the common man from the

)mination of monopoly and human greed.” In one of the last letters

his life, Lincoln Steffens wrote of Roosevelt: “My trust has grown

him. No one else in sight.”^® By the fall of 1936, ^e New Republic

it few takers when it offered five dollars “for the name of an Amer-

m citizen of either sex, of re<x>gnized intellectual distinction and

ogressive outlook, who is willing to admit publiciy that he intends to

te for Landon. . .

^’’In the midst of the Second Hundred Days, Felix Frankfurter reported:

'he Progressives—Ickes, Norris, Hi Johnson, Gruening, Bob LaF.—feel much
tter about F.D. than they did three or four months ago.” Frankfurter to Louis

andeis, July 21, 1935, Brandeis MSS., G9.
Lillian Wald to Frances Perkins, August 12, 1935, Lillian Wald MSS.,

irrespondence.

William Borah to James J. Davis, October 6, 1936, Davis MSS., Box 24;
mes A. Farley to Francis Heney, September 26, 1936, Heney MSS.; George
irris to Frank P. Walsh, August 31, 1936, Frank Walsh MSS., Progressive

.tional Committee Correspondence; Donald McCoy, “The Progressive Na-
nai Committee of 1936,” Western Political Quarterly, IX (1956.), 468; Harry
mard. Independent Man (New York, 1958), pp. 312—322; Steffens to Jo
Lvidson, July 24, 1936, Steffens MSS.
so New Republic, LXXXVIII (1936), 270. Among the names suggested were
illiam Allen White, Charles Taft, H. L. Mencken, Walter Lippmann, Henry
rd, and Gifford and Amos Pinchot. Shortly after the election, in a letter to

ra Pound, Amos Pinchot referred to “our democratic administration, for which
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In less than four years, Eleanor Roosevelt had established herself

as the conscience of the administration. In her first year as First Lady,

the indefatigable Mrs. Roosevelt traveled forty thousand miles. In one

two-week period in the spring of 1933, she unveiled a memorial at

Bear Mountain Park, urged the graduating class of Todhunter School

to see as many kinds of life as possible, received an honorary d^ee
from the Washington Collie of Law, told the graduating class of

the Malcolm Gordon School to put joy in their lives, received six

hundred disabled veterans on the South Grounds of the White House,

and flew to Los Angeles. That spring, the New Yorker printed its

famous cartoon of a bemused coal miner crying: ‘Tor gosh sakes, here

comes Mrs. Roosevelt!”®^ By June, 1935, the Washington Star was

running a headline on its society page: mrs. roosevelt spends

NIGHT AT WHITE HOUSE.®^

Sometimes naive, she had one virtue that more than compensated

for her gullibility: a warm, unaffected sympathy with other people.

When a second bonus army descended on Washington in 1933, she

waded through ankle-deep mire to lead the marchers in singing

“There’s a long, long trail a-winding.”®® An ardent exponent of Negro

rights, the First Lady kept Walter White of the N.AA.C.P. posted

on the President’s views, and on occasion secured him an unusual one

hour and twenty minutes’ conference with Roosevelt.®^ She helped

persuade Congress to eliminate the noisome alley dwellings in the

District of Columbia; she won White House audiences for reformers;

she was the Good Fairy who saw to it that in a world of pressure

groups and partisan decisions, the President did not neglect people

and causes that had no other voice in places of power.®®

I have no more use on the whole than you have for the bloody bishops.” Amos
Pinchot to Ezra Pound, January 26, 1937, Amos Pinchot MSS., Box 60.

XXI (June 12, 1933), 16; The New Yorker, IX (June 3, 1933),
13. A short while later, she did go down in a coal mine. Her patrician mother-
in-law wrote the family: “I hope Eleanor is with you this morning. ... I see

she has emerged from the mine. ... That is something to be thankful for.”

Roosevelt and Shalett, Affectionately, FJ),R., pp. 272-273.
82 Time, XXV (June 24, 1935), 9.

83 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 15; Josephus Daniels to Eleanor
Roosevelt, Daniels MSS., Box 1.

8^ Eleanor Roosevelt to Walter White, May 2, 1934, White to Edward Gos-
tigan, May 8, 1934, White to Eleanor Roosevelt, May 29, 1934, Gostigan to

Joseph Robinson, June 11, 1934, Gostigan MSS., Vertical File 3.

85 Alfred Steinberg, Mrs. R (New York, 1958).
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A^hen Roosevelt toured the country in 1936, thousands of men and

men pressed up to railroad tradks for a glimpse of the President,

ere was something terrible about their response, he told Ickes. He
lid hear people crying out: “He saved my home,” “He gave me a

I.” In Detroit’s Cadillac Square, the cheering was frenzied, almost

: of control. In New England, people lined the streets not only in

m but well out into the country. A crowd of 150,000 took over

jton Common. In Connecticut, campaign cars could barely maneu-
‘ through city streets. In New York City, Roosevelt’s party drove

more than thirty miles without passing a block that was not

imed with people.®®

Roosevelt won loyalty not simply to the New Deal as an abstraction

: to particular agencies which acted directly on people as govem-

nt rarely had before. On an average day, the Farm Credit Ad-

listration saved three hundred farms from foreclosure. “I would

without a roof over my head if it hadn’t been for the government

n,” wrote one farmer. “God bless Mr. Roosevelt and the Demo-
tic party who saved thousands of poor people all over this country

m starvation.” The HOLC and FHA performed a similar service

distressed urban homeowners. An FHA loan of $110.12 to Chief

>ert Looking Elk Martinez of the Pueblo tribe in Taos, New Mex-

,
enabled him to remodel his ancient house; he replaced the adobe

irth with a modem gas stove and covered the earthen floor with

ght lineoleum. A California real-estate broker, who had been a

^long Republican, wrote the President: ^‘Your work saved our

mble little home from the Trust Deed sharks and are we a happy

iple in our little home, and listen too, the Real Estate Business is

w over 100% better than in 1932, life is 1000% better since you

^k Charge of our United States.”®’'

rhe chief theme of Roosevelt’s campaign was “Four Years Ago and

w.” In packed city squares, in jammed open-air stadiums, to

ongs from the rear of train platforms, he would say: “You look

ppier today than you did four years ago.” His speeches, noted one

8 Ickes, Diary, I, 695 ;
Breckinridge Long MS. Diaiy, October 22, 1936 ; Bums,

osevelt, pp. 281-282; Childs, I Write from Washington, pp. 117-118.
^ Herman Kahn, “The First New Deal,” paper delivered to the Mississippi

Iley Historical Association, St. Louis, April 28, 1955; Blum, Morgenthau
\ries, p. 50; Fortune, XI (April, 1935), 186; H. F. and Genevieve Heard to

).R., July 9, 1936, FDRL PPF 1135.
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reporter, were less campaign addresses than “friendly sermons of a

bishop come to make his quadrennial diocesan call. Bishop Roosevelt

reported on the excellent state of health enjoyed throughout his vast

diocese, particularly as compared with the miserable state that had

prevailed before he took high office/’*® He could point out that at

least six million jobs had been created in three years, and that na-

tional income was half again as high in 1936 as in 1933. Industrial

output had almost doubled since he took office; by the fall of 1936,

Detroit was rolling out more automobiles than in any year save 1929

and three times more than in 1922, and the electrical industry was

selling more current than at any time in the past. In May, 1936, The

New York Times Index of Business Activity climbed to 100 for the

first time since 1930. Corporation profit sheets, which showed a $2

billion deficit in 1933, ran $5 billion in the black in 1936. Los Angeles

department and specialty stores reported rises in fur sales of 5 to 50

per cent over an excellent season the year before, and Montgomery

Ward rejoiced in the largest August sales in its history.®* From the

first quarter of 1933 to the third quarter of 1936, net income of farm

operators almost quadrupled.*^ When Alf Landon got word of the lat-

est business indexes and a prognosis of further gains, he gave up the

election as lost.*^

To be sure, there were weak spots. Construction was notoriously

sluggish, and some of the recent gains seemed more speculative than

sound. Eight million Americans in the seventh year of the depression

still had no jobs. Yet there was a smell of prosperity in the air. In the

people milling through the exhibits at the Texas Centennial, at ring-

Childs, I Write from Washington, pp. 119-120; Stokes, Chip Off My
Shoulder, p. 449 ;

Public Papers, V, 407, 450.
8® Simon Kuznets, Commodity Flow and Capital Formation in the Recent

Recovery and Decline, 1932—1938, National Bureau of Economic Research,

Bulletin 74 (New York, 1939), pp. 9—10; Thomas Watson to F.D.R., Septem-
ber 24, 1936, FDRL PPF 2489: Women’s Wear Daily, September 1, 9, 1936.

During 1936, which saw a succession of three-million-share days, a long list of

stocks, including Westinghouse, Wright Aeronautical, and U.S. Rubber pre-

ferred, jumped fifty or more points. Denver Post, January 1, 1937; A. Wilfred
May, “Why the Great BuU Market?” New Republic, LXXXVII (1936), 336-
339.

Harold Barger, Outlay and Income in the United States, 1921-1938
(New York, 1942), pp. 148-152; “Senator Capper, The Situation, Sept. 23,
1935,” Arthur Capper MSS.

Interview with Alf Landon, Topeka, Jime 29, 1961,
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at the heavyweight championship fights of the unsmiling, lethal

Louis, in the newspaper headlines reporting “U. S. Steel Shows

Net Since ’31,” there was a heady sense of a nation once mcMre in

noney. Not only had gains been made, but Roosevelt’s measures

the curious result of driving poverty out of sight. The appleseUers

)peared from the streets, the breadlines from the cities. If you

: in a comfortable neighborhood, you had to look hard to find

le on relief.®^

n November 2, Jim Farley sent the President a detailed report on

ion prospects. “After looking them all over carefully and discount-

sverything that has been given in these reports,” Farley wrote the

[dent, “I am still definitely of the opinion that you will carry every

but two—^Maine and Vermont.”®^ On election night, the Roose-

family and intimates gathered at Hyde Park to sing to Tommy
Koran’s accordion and await the returns. As the night wore on, it

me clear that Farley’s prediction was being borne out predsely.

sevelt had been re-elected by the most sweeping electoral margin of

candidate since James Monroe. The stanchly Republican state of

isylvania had gone Democratic for the first time since Buchanan's

aph in 1856. Lemke had polled only 882,000 votes in the entire

[try. Immediately after the election. Father Coughlin, likening his

to that of the persecuted Christ, announced his retirement from

:ics.®^

Childs, I Write from Washingtonj pp. 19, 26; Today, V, (February 8,

), 24.

Farley to F.D.R., November 2, 1936, FDRL PSF 20. The New York Times
nented on Farleys forecast: “Nobody believes this.’* “If there can be. any

Lcal certainty in the confused situation,’* it observed, “it is that landon
carry more States than hoover did four years ago.’* The New York Times,

ber 23, 1936. See too Key Pittman to William Pittman, January 30, 1936,

lan MSS., Box 20; Jay Hayden to Alf Landon, November 6, 1936, Landon

Samuel Lubell has argued that Lemke’s vote was the product of Irish-

rican Anglophobia and German-American concern that Roosevelt wotild

the country into another war against the Reich, but it seems unlikely that

?n affairs were that compelling in 1936. Moreover, the Lemke vote does

ippear to correlate on ethnic grounds as neatly as Lubell suggests. Samuel

11, The Future of American Politics (New York, 1952), pp. 143—144; Ralph
dder, “Region of Isolationism,” American Political Science Review, XLVII
3), 401; Edward Blackorby, “William Lemke: Agrarian Radical and Union
T Presidential Candidate,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XLIX
2), 80-81.
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The President had carried along with him so many Democratic

candidates that when the new Congress met in January, 1937, it would

be impossible to squeeze all seventy-five Democrats in the customary

left side of the Senate chamber, and twelve freshmen would have to

sit with the Republicans. The Grand Old Party had become the butt

of the jokes of politicians and radio comedians. “As Maine goes,” Far-

ley gibed, “so goes Vermont.” “The Republican Party,” lamented a

Pennsylvania judge, “is reduced to the impotency of the Federalist

Party after Thomas Jefferson’s sweeping victory in 1800.” Roosevelt

no longer had any political liabilities, observed a writer for The New
York -Times. “If he were to say a kind word for the man-eating shark,

people would look thoughtful and say perhaps there are two sides to

the question.”®® Franklin Roosevelt’s fortunes were at high tide.

George Maxey to James J. Davis, January 9, 1937, Davis MSS., Box 24;
“Topics of the Times,” The New York Times, November 22, 1936.



CHAPTER 9

A Farewell to Arms

N MARCH 5, 1933, one day after Roosevelt entered the White

House, the German Reichstag placed absolute power in the

[s of Adolf Hitler. Little more than a week before, Yosuke Mat-

\ had marched the Japanese delegation out of the League of

>ns in Geneva. During the Hundred Days, while Congress debated

subsidies and banking legislation, Jews were being beaten on the

ts of Germany. While Roosevelt’s “forest army” planted trees on

5m hillsides. Hitler was rebuilding the Reichmehr. All of the New
was to be carried on under the shadow of the menace of fascism,

lis was a peril most Amwicans chose to ignore. Absorbed in meet-

he endless personal crises posed by the depression, they had little

nee with admonitions to direct their attention abroad.^ Some of

esistance to involvement in world affairs came from nationalists

Senator William Borah, long convinced the League of Nations

“nothing more than a cog in the military machine of Europe.”^

aps even more intense opposition arose from those who believed

the horrors of World War I made participation in another war

Inkable. Opinion leaders publicly avowed their guilt for leading

country into war in 1917, and resolved they would never again

us turn our eyes inward,” iirged Pennsylvania’s Governor George
“If the world is to become a wilderness of waste, hatred and bitterness,

all the more earnestly protect and preserve our own oasis of liberty.”

istice Day Address of George H. Earle, Nov. 11, 1935,” Earle Ml^.,
h and News File No. 73.

)rah to James Nelson, December 7, 1935, Borah MSS., Box 391.
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SO abuse the trust people had placed in them. Rabbi Stephen S. Wise

announced: “I would as little support a war to crush Hitlerism as a

war for the strengthening of Jewish claims in Palestine,”® Historians

as well as journalists claimed that the United States had been tricked

into war in 1917 by the twin forces of profiteering and Allied propa-

ganda.^ The war, historians argued, had been as tragic a blunder as

the Civil War; in their appreciation of politics as the art of compro-

mise, revisionists made Bryan the hero of pre-World War I diplomacy,

Stephen Douglas the cynosure of the Civil War crisis.®

Many argued that if war were to be avoided, Hitler should be ac-

commodated. His plea for “living space” appeared not unreasonable

and his desire to unite all Germans imder one flag seemed to some a

more faithful application of the principle of self-determination than

Wilson had achieved at Versailles. In the Albert Shaw lectures m
1935, the highly respected newspaperman Frank Simonds said of the

Versailles Treaty: “We, therefore, offered Japan, Germany, and Italy

partnership in a peace association in which we were , assured lasting

prosperity and they were condemned to continuing poverty.” By mak-

ing themselves out to be “have not” nations, Germany and Italy

persuaded some Americans that the fascist powers were the share-

croppers of world politics. William Allen White asserted that it was the

duty of the United States to call a peace conference at which the de-

mands of “these underprivileged nations—^Germany, Japan, Italy”

could be considered. “Are men really Christian sufficiently in their

heart of hearts,” White asked, “to bring justice to those who are under-

privil^ed?”®

Buffeted by the gales of isolationism, Franklin Roosevelt trimmed

sail. In the 1932 campaign, he dismayed internationalists by bowing to

the demand of the militantly chauvinist publisher, William Randolph

Hearst, that he disavow his Wilsonian past and announce publicly that

he opposed American entrance into the League of Nations. Josephus

^Literary Digest, CXIII (May 14, 1932), 19.

* Probably the most influential book, and one written with more restraint and
plausibility than many earlier warks, was Walter Millis’ Road to War (Boston

and New York, 1935).

5 James Randall, “The Blundering Generation,” Mississippi Valley Historical

Review, XXVII (1940), 27.

® Frank Simonds, American Foreign Policy in the Post-War Years (Balti-

more, 1935), p. 62; Walter Johnson, The Battle Against Isolation (Chicago,

1944), p. 38; Today, V (December 21, 1935), 24.
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nids complained that Roosevelt was trying “to out-Reed Reed in

position to the League,” while Wilsonians like the Ohio Democrat

mdell Willkie worked for the nomination of the more intemation-

t Newton Baker. After Roosevelt’s nomination. Baker confided: “I

/e no particular difiiculty in supporting Frank if I can convince

self it does not mean that I am supporting Hearst. Unless I can

myself of that suspicion I shall take to the woods and support no-

iy.”^ Once in office, Roosevelt continued to voice the rhetoric of

iationism. At San Diego in October, 1935, the President declared:

espite what happens in continents overseas, the United States of

lerica shall and must remain, as long ago the Father of our Country

lyed that it might remain—imentangled and free.”*

Uthough Roosevelt’s Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, sought to

rer trade barriers, the President’s closest advisers—^men like Moley

i Tugwell—were economic nationalists. They argued that the causes

the depression lay within national borders and had to be solved

re. Roosevelt himself never accepted wholly the view of these

archists—^he resisted strenuously the advocates of “dumping”—^but,

he said in his Inaugural Address, he favored “the putting of first

ogs first.”®

^or a few weeks in the spring of 1933, Roosevelt gave the intama-

aalists hope. He sent a stirring message to the world stressing the

id for int^ational economic co-operation, and made plans to

ticipate in an international conference in London to deal with the

•alysis of world trade. Yet even before Ro<Mevelt took office so many
jects had been excluded from the agenda that the conference had
n reduced to yet another conclave where the most critical questions

dd not be discussed. Roosevelt’s own advisers derided the expecta-

as of the internationalists. Tugwell noted: “The argonauts leave

Josephus Daniels to Newton Baker, March 10, 1932, Baker MSS., Box 84;
ndell Willkie, “Democratic Party’s Share in Isolatiomsm,” United States

vs, XVII (September 8, 1944), 28-29; Newton Baker to Josephus Daniels,

f S, 1932, Baker MSS., Box 84. Gf. Daniel Roper to William Dodd, August
1932, Dodd MSS., Box 41; Francis Sayre, Glad Adventure (New York,

7), p. 153; David Reay to John W. Davis, January 4, 1932, Reay MSS.
Samuel Rosenman (ed.). The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.
jsevelt (13 vols.. New York, 1938-50), IV, 410.

“I shall spare no effort to restore world trade by international economic
ljustment, but the emergency at home cannot wait on that accomplishment,”
President stated. Public Papers, II, 14; Raymond Moley, After Seven Years

5W York, 1939), p. 70.
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this morning. Moley pronounces the word sardonically and I think we

feel alike that the results of the Conference are sure to be pretty slim

—^in the vague, hazy sense that Hull means. His rambling, lisping

speeches on the evils of protection, and his extolling of the old laissez^

faire liberal internationalism have become harder and harder to

bear.”^° Hull held a trump card: Roosevelt’s promise to ask Congress

for authority to aigage in reciprocal tariff agreements. When Hull

sailed from New York on May 31, he had a copy of the bill in his

pocket On the eve of the conference, the President cabled him in

London that he would not submit the tariff bill because, if Congress

did not adjourn immediately, the paper money wildmen might win

the day. Hull, who had hoped to show the bill to other delegates as

proof of America’s determination to reverse its high-tariff policies, now

had nothing to offer, “I left for London with the highest of hopes,” he

wrote later, “but arrived with empty hands.”^^

No sooner had the International Economic Conference convened in

London on June 12, 1933, than a wrangle broke out between the gold-

bloc countries headed by France and those, in particular the United

States and Great Britain, which had gone off gold. Premier fidouard

Daladi«r called permanent stabilization of currencies “the indispen-

sable condition of a useful economic conference.”^® Roosevelt, too, had

favored some kind of stabilization, but as the wedcs went by he came

to fear that stabilization would jeopardize his attempts to raise domes-

tic prices. As rumors came out of London of an imminent stabilization

agreement, security prices broke in New York, and some commodity

prices began to fall. Roosevelt quickly vetoed the proposal. One of

the delegation’s financial advisers, George Harrison, governor of the

New York Federal Reserve Bank, sailed for home, and Delegate James
Cox cabled the President: “If you love us at all, don’t give us another

week like this one.”^® The United States delegation, as ill-chosen a

“Notes from a New Deal Diary,” May 31, 1933. Cf. Louis Fischer, “Le
‘Brain Trust’ et la Conf^nce moniale,” UEurope Nouvette, XVI (1933),
543-545,* Ray Atherton to Jay Pierrepont Moffat, March 28, 1933, Moffat MSS.

Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (2 vols., New York, 1948), I,

249-255; Robert Ferrell, American Diplomacy in the Great Depression (New
Haven, 1957), pp. 259—266; Bernard Flexner to Louis Brandeis, Sqjtember 17,

1933, Brandeis MSS., G5.
Rene Pinon, ‘Xa Conference de Londres,” Revue des Deux Mondes, XVI

(1933), 232.
IS Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming of the New Deal (Boston, 1959), p.



A FAREWELL TO ARMS 201

iy as had ever represented this country at an intemationaJ parley,

med to have lost what little cohesion it had had. It could not agree

its own policies, let alone offer leadership to the world. The Amer-

ns at London, noted one European writer, seemed, like Pirandello’s

axacters, to be “Six Delegates in Search of a Chief.”^'*

A.t this juncture, with the conference foundering, Roosevelt dis-

tched Raymond Moley to London. What Roosevelt had in mind

LS then, and is today, an enigma. In the week Moley was on the

rk seas, the conference did little business. His trip was followed

th an attention to detail that had marked no transatlantic journey

ce Lindbergh’s flight—his dash by Navy plane and destroyer to

5 President’s schooner Amberjack off Nantucket, his voyage on the

anhattan, his dramatic stop at Cobh, and his course from Plymouth

London. There was something both comical and hauntingly sad

out the eagerness with which the world’s statesmen awaited the mes-

re it assumed Roosevelt’s Man Friday was carrying to an anxious

>rld. Hull was pushed aside, and Moley was the hero of the hour,

le newspapers sang: “Moley, Moley, Moley, Lord God Almighty.”

oley quickly gave his approval to a harmless statement, to be issued

the United States, Britain, and the gold-bloc countries, avowing

sy would do their best to stabilize currencies.^®

On July 1, Roosevelt pulled the riig out from under Moley. He not

Iy rejected the new compact, but sent Moley a stinging cable which

jected to the attempts of other nations to hamstring New Deal

tee-raising by forcing a commitment to premature stabilization. Two
,ys later, from the cruiser Indianapolis, he fired a “bombshell mes-

^e” which blasted all hopes for immediate economic co-operation.

5 not only announced to the world that he had repudiated Moley’s

reement, but he scolded the other nations as though they were back-

6; Ferrell, Diplomacy in Great Depression, p. 266; J. F. T. O’Connor MS.
ary, June 16, 1933.

Roger Nathan, “Histoire desabus^e de la Conference de Londres,”

Europe Nouvelle, XVI (1933), 592. When Georges Bonnet made a speech

ich undercut Roosevelt’s policies, Cox astonished him by coming up to say:

'our words deserve to be carved in marble.” UEcho de Paris, July 4, 1933,

ed in Frances Pingeon, “French Opinion of Roosevelt and the New Deal”
npublished M. A. essay, Columbia University, 1962}.
15 Ferrell, Diplomacy in Great Depression, pp. 266-269; Moley, After Seven
ars, pp. 224-254. For Hull’s bitterness at Moley, see “Diary of Trip to Great
ttain in 1933,” Henry Stimson MSS.
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ward schoolchildren. He rejoiced that the “old fetishes of so-called

international bankers’’ were “being replaced by efforts to plan national

currencies” and added testily that currency matters could be discussed

when the majority of nations learned to balance their budgets and live

within their means.^®

The President’s mischievous message destroyed the conference. The

American press hailed Roosevelt’s dispatch, published on the Fourth

of July, as a “new Declaration of Independence,” but most European

observers were outraged by both the substance and the tone of the re-

marks. Hull had to struggle to keep the delegates from formally de-

nouncing the United States; Ramsay MacDonald was so incensed that

he called Roosevelt “that person.” Few could square the President’s

invective with his message to the nations of the world of May 16, when

he had called, among other things, for “stabilization of currencies.”

It was not the world that had changed but Roosevelt.’^'^

There is probably no act of Roosevelt’s White House years for which

he has been more universally censured. Much of the criticism has been

extreme. He was accused of opposing the internationalists led by

France, yet France, with its idee fixe on gold, was at least as self-

centered as the United States. If the United States boggled at tariff

reduction, neither the British, the French, nor the Commonwealth na-

tions evidenced any more eagerness to lower tariff walls. Moreover,

there is much to be said for Roosevelt’s view that stabilization at a

low level of prices would have been an error. President Roosevelt,

concluded John Maynsurd Keynes, had been “magnificently right

Yet the failure of the London Economic Conference was deplorable.

The United States may have been no more blameworthy than other

countries, but, as the most powerful nation in the world, and as the

principal creditor, it had a special obligation to lead. The meeting

Public Papersj II, 264—265; Ferrell, Diplomacy of Great Depression, pp.
269-272; Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 218-220; Raymond Moley to

the editor of The New York Times, February 2, 1948.

^’'Ernest Lindley, The Roosevelt Revolution: First Phase (New York, 1933),

p. 211; J. Ramsay MacDonald to Cordell Hull, July 5, 1933, FDRL PSF 32;

Public Papers, II, 186.
^8 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, p. 223 ; H. V. Hodson, Slump and Re-

covery 1929-1937 (London, 1938), pp. 197-198, 205-206; memoranda of

July 4, 6, 8, Samuel Davis McReynolds MSS.; Geoi^e Peel, “The World Eco-
nomic Conference: The Result,” Contemporary Remew, CKLIV (1933), 129-
137.
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aarked the last opportunity of democratic statesmen to work out a
o-operative solution to common economic problems, and it ended in

atal failure. Henceforth, intemational trade would be directed by

lational governments as a form of bloodless warfare. In the very year

hat Hitler assumed power, the collapse of the conference sapped the

Qorale of the democratic opponents of fascism. Roosevelfs policies

trengthened those forces in Britain and France which argued the

utility of intemational parleys and celebrated the virtues of economic

elf-interest^® The Nazis hailed the President’s message as a ‘‘bomb”

vhich ended a futile meeting that was only a “remnant of an anti-

[uated parliarnentary order.” Roosevelt, declared Hjalmar Schacht,

lad the same idea as Hitler and Mussolini: ‘Take your economic fate

n your own hands.”^®

By 1934, the nation had come to look to the white-haired, saintly

ooking Cordell Hull as the Galahad of internationalism in a nation-

ilist administration. This view of Hull hit well wide of the mark. No
aint. Judge Hull was a hard-bitten, hot-tempered Tennessee moun- >

:aineer. He spoke with a slight impediment, and when someone like

Moley seemed to undercut him, he would get in a “
‘Cwist’ mood.”

;

His commitment to collective security proved strong on words and '

Areak on deeds. On some crucial issues, he was the most powerful in-

luence for appeasement within the administration. But on the single

ijuestion of the tariff, Hull’s reputation for internationalism was well -

earned. His economic thinking a blend of Adam Smith and the cotton

South, Hull regarded himself as a disciple of “Locke, Milton, Pitt,

Burke, Gladstone, and the Lloyd George school.”

Hull knew that in the autarchic world of the 1930’s no nation would
'

adopt free trade. He advanced instead the idea, once favored by

Blaine and McKinley, of reciprocity—of empowering the Presid^ut, ^

{

A British journal commented: “The worst feature about the whole episode
^

LS that it will intensify the impression all too prevalent in Europe that America
|

LS a country it is impossible to work with.” The Spectaior, CLI (July 7, 1933), |

Die Bank, August 2, 1933; Der Angriff, July 4, 1933; Volkischer Beo-
|

bachter, Norddeutsche Ausgabe, July 13, 1933. Cf. Beniamino de Rids, *T1 !

R.ubicone americano,” Nuova Antologia, CGGLXVIII (1933), 227—233; Le f

Temps, July 8, 1933.
21 Grace TuUy, F.D.R. My Boss (New York, 1949), p. 174; Hull, Memoirs, I

I, 21, 196; William Allen, “The Intemational Trade Philosophy of GordeU ;

Hull, 1907-1933,” American Economic Review, XLIII (1953), 101—116. f
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free of the pressures of congressional logrolling, to negotiate agree-

ments with other nations to lower duties. In 193S, Roosevelt had

quashed the proposal as impolitic; but by 1934, Hull had won the

backing of Henry Wallace, whose enormously influential pamphlet,

America Must Choose^ charted a middle way between total self-

sufiiciency and internationalism. Wallace’s tract won over Republican

mtemationalists like Henry Stimson, who was impressed by Wallace’s

argument that the only alternative to burgeoning foreign trade was a

controlled economy. Roosevelt, disturbed by the extreme economic

nationalist course the nation was pursuing and encouraged by new

support, asked Congress on March 2, 1934, for authority to negotiate

tariff agreements.^^

The President’s request met strenuous opposition from business in-

terests and from Republican congressmen, who objected both to lower-

ing duties and to surrendering yet another congressional prerogative.

On March 29, when the House adopted the bill 274-111, only two

Republicans voted for it. But the Democratic strength proved great

enough to win Senate approval in early June. The Trade Agreements

Act of 1934 authorized the President to raise or lower existing tariff

rates up to 50 per cent for countries which would reciprocate with

similar concessions for American products. In the next four years, Hull

concluded eighteen such treaties.

The passage of the act, instead of resolving conflicts over trade

policies within the administration, merely shifted the scene of battle.

The crux of the difficulty lay in Hull’s use of the “most-favored-nation

clause”; if he negotiated a treaty with any one country lowering the

tariff on particular items, any other nation could do business with the

United States on the same terms, so long as it did not discriminate

against us. Peek and Moley protested that the United States should

make no concessions unless it got specific privil^es in return. Moley

argued, not unreasonably, that Roosevelt was guilty of hypocrisy in

backing Hull’s most-favored-nation approach, and then nullifying

most of its effect by imposing quotas. Peek damned the most-favored-

nation principle as “unilateral economic disarmament” In November,

1935, Peek delivered a caustic philippic against intemationaHstic poli-

cies which so exasperated Roosevelt that he wrote him a tart letter

22 Schlesinger, Coming of New Deal, pp. 83-84; Henry Morrow Hyde MS.
Diary, May 11, 1933; Henry Stimson MS, Diary, May 18, 1934.
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.ying his speech was “rather siUy” and that it sounded “like a Hearst

iper.” Four days later. Peek resigned.^®

Internationalists rejoiced in the triumph of thdr principles, and,

roughout the decade, the public was given the image of Hull work-

g miracles in breaking the fetters of international commerce. In fact,

e reciprocal trade agreements were of little economic consequence,

oosevelt never seemed sure whether they were supposed to be a way
revive world trade by lowering America’s tariff wall or a shrewd

:vice to expand America’s foreign markets. Certainly they did not

dress the imbalance caused by the position of the United States as a

editor nation. The most that can be said for them is that they

jpped a bad situation from getting worse. They constituted a more
)eral trade policy than that pursued by many other powers in an

a of quotas and barter agreements, and they helped remove some

scrimination against us. They probably won some political good

lU, especially in Latin America, and they served as an instrument of

onomic warfare against the fascist powers.^^

As a solution to the problem of recovering America’s lost foreign

arkets, reciprocity was a less popular panacea than the recognition

Soviet Russia. Businessmen like James Mooney, vice-president of

meral Motors, and Thomas Morgan, president of Curtiss-Wright

id Sperry Gyroscope, argued that recognition of the U.S.S.R. would

id to a revival of trade with the world’s largest buyer of American

dustrial and agricultural equipment. While the A.F. of L., patriotic

deties like the D.A.R., and prominent Catholic leaders opposed any

tion that might appear to sanction bolshevism, Roy Howard, head

the Scripps-Howard newspaper chain, observed: “I think the men-

25Moley to F.D.R., November 30, 1935, FDRL PPF 743; Peek to F.D.R.,

>vember 12, 1934, F.D.R. to Peek, November 22, 1935, Peek MSS.; Gilbert

te, George N. Peek and the Fight for Farm Parity (Norman, Okla., 1954),
. 281-285; George N. Peek, with Samuel Crowther, Why Quit Our Own
few York, 1936), pp. 35—37. Peek told his old boss, Bernard Baruch: “His

ter was a kind of mean one. He called it siUy and put the lie on it and
rious other things.” Telephone conversation of George Peek with Bernard
ruch, November 26, 1935, Peek MSS.

Grace Beckett, The Reciprocal Trade Agreements Program (New York,

51); Power Yung-Chao Chu, “A History of the Hull Trade Program, 1934-
39” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1957). Gf.

chard Snyder, “Commercial Policy as Reflected in Treaties from 1931 to

39,” American Economic Review, XXX (1940), 793; Cordell Hull to Carter

ass, July 28, 1936, Glass MSS., Box 4.
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ace erf Bolshevism in the United States is about as great as the menace

of sunstroke in Greenland or chilblains in the Sahara.” The conserva-

tive North Carolina Senator Josiah Bailey reflected: “There is no

reason to have horror about the Russian movement, if it does prove to

be a succes.” He even thought it might be welcome when contrasted

to “the Kreuger, Insull, and Mitchell behavior.”^® Heartened by the

shift in sentiment, Roosevelt began to explore gingerly the possibilities

erf raiewed relations with Russia, less, perhaps, out of illusions about

the nature of the system or the lure of a trade boom than from the

hope that the Soviet Union might serve as a buffer to Japanese and

Nazi expansion.*^

After a series of covert negotiations, Maxim Litvinov arrived in

Washington on November 7, 1933, at the invitation of the President

When State Department officials greeted him at Union Station, none

of the Amraicans wore a top hat, since Litvinov did not represent a

government oflScially recognized by the United States.^’^ For nine days,

the Soviet envoy conferred with the President and State Department

office. Late in the night of November 16, Roosevelt and Litvinov

formally exchanged eleven letters and one memorandum which sig-

nified the restoration of diplomatic relations between the two powers.

The Russians agreed to guarantee religious liberty to Americans in the

U.S.SR. and to curb communist propaganda in this country; the vex-

ing debt question was left for future settlement.

Years later, critics charged that the success of the worldwide com-
munist conspiracy dated from the decision by Roosevelt to defy the

wBhes of the American people and grant recognition to the Soviet

r^ime In fact, the President’s action won wide support even in

conservative quarters. At a farewell dinner for Litvinov at the

James Mooney, “Soviet Trade and the United States,” Economic Review
of the Soviet Union, VI (1931), 223—226; Smith W. Brookhart to Carter
Gla^ September 27, 1933, Glass MSS., Box, 9; Paul Boiler, Jr., “The ‘Great
Conspiracy* of 1933,” Southwest Review, XXXIX (1954), 102; Frederick L.
Schuman to Samuel Harper, February 4, 1933, Harper MSS.; Bailey to Mrs.
Josiah Bailey, February 23, 1933, Bailey MSS., Personal File. Cf. Hugh Gibson
to E. M. House, February 17, 1933, House MSS.

Robert Paul Browder, The Origins of Soviet-American Diplomacy (Prince-
ton, 1953), pp. 99—112; John Blum, From the Morgenthau Diaries (Boston,
1959), pp. 54-56; Travis Jacobs, “America Recognizes Russia: A Conspiracy?”
(unpublished MA. e^ay, Columbia University, 1960).
^^^hliam^PhiUips, Ventures in Diplomacy (Boston, 1952), p. 157; Plullips,
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Valdorf-Astoria, executives of the House of Moi^an, the Pennsylvania

Railroad, the Chase National Bank^ and other firms feted the Soviet

cdssary. Thomas Watson, president of International Business Ma-
hinesj asked every American, in the interest of good relations, to

refrain from making any criticism of the present form of Government

dopted by Russia.”^ Subsequent events disappointed both friends

nd foes of recc^ition. The benefits anticipated did not materialize

—

lere was no substantial increase in trade, the Russians did not notice-

bly curb propaganda, and they proved a mercurial agency in in-

imational politics. They had made the ritualistic promises of good

ehavior we had asked of them, but that was all. On the other hand,

0 ill resulted from recognition; the United States had merely ac-

nowledged what all other great powers had long since granted. In

lort, American recognition of the Soviet Union was an event of

lonumental unimportance.^®

At first glance, Roosevelt’s “Good Neighbor” policy toward Latin

merica seemed, like the recognition of Russia, to represent a liquida-

on of policies of the old regime: the right of intervention and the

ght to pass judgment on the governments of other nations. Yet it was

le old regime, starting with Dwight Morrow’s mission to Mexico in

927, which began the new departure, and Roosevelt’s first months in

B5ce actually marked a retreat toward imperialism.®® A short while

efore Roosevelt took oflBice, he received a memorandum from his

lend Sumner Welles, soon to become Assistant Secretary of State in

tiarge of Latin American affairs, which advised that our policies

should never again result in armed intervention by the United States

1 a sister republic.”®^ But when the Cuban government was over-

28 Meno Lovenstein, American Opinion of Soviet Russia (Washington, 1941),
p. 139—146; Bernard Baruch to Louis Howe, November 18, 1933, FDRL PPF

Boiler, “Great Conspiracy,” pp. 111—112; “American-Russian Chamber of

ommerce Dinner,” Soviet Union Review, XI (1933), 257-259; Browder,
rigins, p. 171.
28 Cf. Browder, Origins, pp. 176-222; William Appleman Williams, Ameri-
in-Russian Relations, 1781-1947 (New York, 1952), pp. 231-255.
88 Alexander De Conde, Herbert Hoover^s Latin-American Policy (Stanford,

aHf,, 1951); Ferrell, Diplomacy of Great Depression, pp. 221—222. Cf. E.

avid Cronon’s contrast of Morrow and Josephus Daniels in Josephus Daniels

i Mexico (Madison, Wis., 1960) , p. 287.
81 Charles GriflSn (ed.), “Welles to Roosevelt: A Memorandum on Inter-

merican Relations, 1933,” Hispanic American Historical Remew, XXXIV
1954), 190-192.
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thrown in 1933, Welles, who took over the U.S. embassy in Havana,

asked the President to send a naval armada and even suggested land-

ing troops. To support Welles’s adventure as kingmaker, Roosevelt

di^atched no less than thirty ships, but neitlier the President nor his

associates would approve even a limited military intervention. Ac-

cording to one apocryphal tale, when Roosevelt sounded out Gamer,

the Vice-President told him not to intervene. “But suppose they kill

Americans?” the President persisted. “Wait and see who the Amer-

icans are,” Gamer replied.^^ In 1933, neither evangelical diplomacy

nor the rights of investors aroused much enthusiasm. Yet Roosevelt

did abide by Welles’s decision to withhold recognition from the regime

of Dr. Ramon Grau San Martin, a university professor put in power

by a revolutionary junta. Denied recognition, Grau’s government was

doomed. When he resigned in January, 1934, Grau annoimced: “I

fell because Washington willed it.”^^

Roosevelt’s Cuban policy heightened distrust of a President who had

been a jingoist in the Mexican crises of the Wilson era and who had

once boasted that he had written the Haitian Constitution. Yet by the

time Grau stepped down, Roosevelt was already headed in another

direction. At Montevideo in December, 1933, Cordell Hull voted to

support the proposition that no state had the right to intervene in the

affairs of another. A few days later, Roosevelt even more unequivocally

renounced the policy of armed intervention.^^ Delighted by the Presi-

dent’s statement, which they hailed as “C/’n Sensacional Discurso/^

Latin Americans were even more pleased by his deeds. In May, 1934,

the United States and Cuba signed a treaty which abrogated the Platt

Amendment; in August of that year, the last Marines left Haiti, al-

though the United States continued to supervise Haitian finances; in

1936, America relinquished its right to intervene in Panama, Recip-

rocal trade agreem^its brought modest benefits both to the United

States and to Latin America, When Roosevelt traveled to South Amer-

Henry Morrow Hyde MS. Diary, Nov. 1, 1933.
33 E. David Cronon, “Interpreting the New CJood Neighbor Policy: the Cuban

Crisis of 1933,” Hispanic American Historical Review, XXXIX (1959),. 538-
567 ; Bryce Wood, The Making of the Good Neighbor Policy (New York, 1961 ),

pp. 48—117; Rob^ Smith, The United States and Cuba (New York, 1960), pp.
144-157; Francisco Cuevas Candno, Roosevelt y la Buena Vecindad (Mexico
City, 1954), pp. 192-194.

34 Frank Freidd, Franklin D. Roosevelt: The Apprenticeship (Boston, 1952),
pp. 223-235, 270-285; Hull, Memoirs, I, 333-335; Public Papers, II, 545.
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a in 1936, he found hiiiiself idolized as gran democrata^^ whose

ew Deal served as a model of the kind of reform Latin America

eeded. Aristocratic, literate, strong-willed, a leader of the people

gainst the plutocracy, Roosevelt was lauded by the spokesman of the

razilian Congress as “the Man—^the fearless and generous man who
accomplishing and living the most thrilling political experience of

lodem times.”^®

The Good Neighbor policy met harsher criticism at home. Catholic

aders threatened Roosevelt with political reprisals if he did not in-

Tvene to check anticlerical activities in Mexico. American nationalists

ere outraged when President Lazaro Cardenas expropriated almost

il the foreign-owned oil industry in Mexico in 1938. Cordell Hull,

5 deeply attached to vested rights as to international law, believed

e was dealing with communist brigands who were flouting the State

department. He persuaded the reluctant Morgenthau not only to boy-

>tt Mexican silver but to attack the Mexican peso on the world

larket. Representative Hamilton Fish si:^gested that the United

tates retaliate by running its border west from Nogales, thereby giv-

ig Arizona a port on the Gulf of California. “Poor Mexico!’* cried

le weekly magazine Hoy. “So far from God, and so close to the

Inited States.”®®

Happily, the United States ambassador in Mexico City, Josephus

daniels, a black-string-tie country editor who had drunk deeply at

le well of Bryanism, sympathized with the land and oil reforms and

ifused to serve as the agent of American oil interests. At times he

arried his opposition to the State Depsutment’s stringent line to the

oint of insubordination, no doubt in part because he knew that when
le chips were down he could count on the backing of his former

ide, Franklin Roosevelt. In 1941, an amicable settlement was

jached.®^ Yet not even this evidence of Roosevelt’s good intentions

ppeased his liberal critics. For years they had called for a posture

f nonintervention in Latin America. Now they complained that the

El Universal {'M.esdco City), December 29, 30, 1933; La Prensa (Buenos

ires), November 21, 1936; Donald Dozer, Are We Good Neighbors? (Gaines-

lle, 1959), p. 31.

E. David Cronon, “American Catholics and Mexican Anticlericalism, 1933-
336,*^ Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XLV (1958), 201-230; Patrick

f’Brien to Joseph O’M^oney, February 5, 1935, O’Mahoney MSS.; Cronon,
Daniels, pp. 185-248; Dozer, Good Neighbors, pp. 96-97.
37 Cronon, DanieU, pp. 57-59, 93-94, 115-129, 134-135, 150-152, 248-271;
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hands-off formula they had sought permitted vile dictatorships like

that of the Dominican Republic’s Rafael Trujillo to flourish. They

shared El UniversaVs uneasiness that the Good Neighbor doctrine was

“transforming itself into a league of ‘mestizo’ dictators, with the

United States destined to guarantee the slavery of Latin American

peoples.”^

Roosevelt’s performance and, even more, his rhetoric seemed to

prove that he shared the assumptions of the isolationists. In fact, he

was deeply troubled by reports from Europe and Asia. The American

consul general at Berlin, George Messersmith, informed Washington

that some of the Nazis were psychopaths and others knew no reason.^

William Dodd, the American ambassador to Germany, said of the

Fiihrer: “He is such a horror to me, I cannot endure his presence.”

Dodd warned that Nazism meant war, that Hitler aimed “to annex

part of the Corridor, part of Czechoslovakia and all Austria.”*^ News

correspondents like Edgar Ansel Mowrer were horrified by what they

saw. Frederick L. Schuman wrote from Germany in 1933: “Mowrer

tells me he feels like a man who is supposed to go to sleep and say

nothing in a room in which another man is murdering a third in the

next bed.”^^

American political leaders did not attempt to conceal their distaste

for Hitler’s persecution of the Jews. When the German ambassador

complained about an antifascist incident in Chicago, Hull replied

sternly that until the Germans gave up their indefensible policy toward

the Jews, they would have to expect such outbreaks all over the world.

Josephus Daniels to Claude Bowers, August 22, 1933, Daniels MSS., Box 698;
Jesus Silva Herzog, Petrdleo Mexicano (Mexico, 1941) ; Wood, Good Neighbor,

pp. 203-259.
3® Dozer, Good Neighbor, p. 51. Cf. David I. Walsh to Rafael Trujillo,

November 30, 1937, Walsh MSS.
Hull, Memoirs, I, 236. Gf. Henry Stimson MS. Diary, January 25, 1934;

Edgar Ansel Mowrer to Frank Knox, n.d. [c, November 1933], Knox MSS.,
Box 1 ; Leland Stowe, Nazi Means War (New York, 1934.)

William Dodd, Jr., and Martha Dodd (eds.). Ambassador Dodd^s Diary,
1933—1938 (New York, 1941), p. 126; Franklin L. Ford, “Three Observers in
Berlin: Rumbold, Dod^ and FranQois-Poncet,” in Gordon Craig and Felix Gil-
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Lt a huge Madison Square Garden rally attended by Mayor Fiorello

.a Guardia, A1 Smith, and others, twenty thousand people judged

litler guilty of a crime against civilization. Even some of the pacifists,

isturbed by the unanticipated consequences of their behdFs, found

lemselves supporting collective-security measures. “I believe in bdng
eutral in the sense of non-belligerent,” explained Emily Balch, “but

ot in the sense of treating the aggressor and his victim alike.”'^^

Roosevelt, frankly baffled by what to do, sought some way to choke

ascist expansion that would not involve a head-on fight with the

lolationists. In May, 1933, he promised that the United States would

ot interfere with League sanctions against an aggressor, if the Euro-

•ean powers agreed to a substantial reduction of armaments. John
Bassett Moore, the first American to sit on the World Court, de-

ounced this timid offer, hedged with numerous safeguards, as “the

ravest danger to which the country had ever been exposed, a danger

ivolving our very independence.”^^ Nothing came of the proposal,

a part because Hiram Johnson mobilized the Senate isolationists, in

lart because Roosevelt himself had not yet determined to follow a

old course.^

Yet he continued to seek a method both to preserve peace and to

olster those elements in Britain and France which were attempting to

urb the fascists. In the spring of 1935, he toyed with the possibility

f using his executive powers to support sanctions against Germany,

F they were applied. On different occasions, he asked for the right

0 impose a discriminatory embargo. Alternatively, he explored the

iea of some kind of personal intervention, perhaps through a meeting

f the chiefs of state. He wrote Dodd: “If five or six heads of the im-

portant governments could meet together for a week with complete

naccessibility to press or cables or radio, a definite, useful agreement

Jay Pierrepont Moffat MS. Diary, September 21, 1933; F.D.R. to George
iarle, December 22, 1933, in Elliott Roosevelt, F.D.R.: His Personal Letters,

928-1945 (2 vols., New York, 1950), I, 379-380; Emily Balch to Eleanor

^oore, January 17, 1936, Balch MSS.
^HuU, Memoirs, I, 228; Cordell Hull to Norman Davis, May 29, 1933,

)avis MSS., Box 21; Malcolm Davis, COHG, pp. 159 ff.; “An Appeal to

leason,” Foreign Affairs, XI (1933), 571.
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Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XLVIII (1961), 42—59; Walter lippmann
0 Newton Baker, September 4, 1933, Baker MSS., Box 149; Hiram Johnson to
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might result or else one or two of them would be murdered by the

others! In any case it would be worthwhile from the point of view

of civilization/’^® If internationalists, largely unaware of the drift of

the President’s thinking, despaired because he would not make firm

commitmaits abroad, nationalists feared that the President would

not long refrain from using his personal influence in world affairs; that

he might even choose foreign war as a way out of domestic crisis. As

early as 1935, Charles Beard sounded the alarm: “The Jeffersonian

party gave the nation the War of 1812, the Mexican War, and its

participation in the World War. The Pacific War awaits.”^^

Beard singled out the Far East as the breeding ground of war, for it

had been here that Japan had raised the first serious challenge to the

treaty structure of the postwar yeai*s when it began military operations

in Manchuria in September, 1931. The Japanese seizure of Chinese

territory seemed a patent violation of the League Covenant, the

Nine-Power Treaty, and the Kellogg-Briand Pact; Japan’s actions, as

our Ambassador to China informed the State Department with almost

comic solemnity, “could not be interpreted as a pacific method of

settling a dispute between Japan and China.” Convinced that if the

world permitted Japan to go unanswered the system of collective se-

curity would be destroyed, Hoovei/s Secretary of State Henry Stimson

had sought some way to reweave the fabric of peace. As the evangel

of peace, Stunson seemed curiously miscast. An ardent admirer of

Teddy Roosevelt’s doctrine of the strenuous life, Stimson had written

of the “joy of war,” bore himself like a soldier, thought even of his

civilian career as being “on active service,” and followed a code of

the warrior not unlike that of the Japanese Samurai.^ Yet in this in-

stance his instincts were right; peace could be won, to use the main

«F.DR. to Edward House, April 10, 1935, FDRL PPF 222; FDR to Dodd,
January 9, 1937, FDRL PSF (Dodd).

Beard, ‘*National PoHtics and War,” Scribner^s, XCVII (1935), 70. “As I

have often said to you,” Beard wrote ^ymond Moley that spring, “I consider

the foreign implications of our domestic policy and the hazards of a futile and
idiotic war in the Far Pacific more important than old age pensions and all the

rest of it.” Beard to Moley, May 18, 1935, FDRL PPF 743.

Conversation with Sir Miles Lampson, September 23, 1931, Nelson Trusler

Johnson MSS., “Memoranda of Conversations 1931.”

Henry Stimson MS. Diary, October 9, November 19, 1931; Raymond
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et directed against him, only through war—or rather at the risk

LT.

mson toyed with the notion of some kind of sanctions against

m, yet he knew the United States would not go to war over Man-
a, and he was not certain himself that this was a wise cour^ In-

, he turned to that last refuge of diplomats, the power of public

on. On January 7, 1932, he dispatched a note which embodied

became known as the ‘‘Stimson doctrine,” although it had been

rer who had first suggested applying nonrecognition to Man-
a. Stimson’s note stated that the United States would not admit

egality of any situation, treaty, or agreement which might impair

reaty rights of the United States or which was secured in violation

e Pact of Paris.

though internationalists rallied to Stimson, much of the world

bewildered. The British found it hard to believe that he attached

importance to nonrecognition, a slender reed compared to the

iis G^eneva already possessed.^® Neither did any provision of the

ygg Pact empower any one state to enforce it; Salmon Levinson,

American who had played such an important role in the develop-

: of the Pact, was distressed by Stimson^s interpretation of it Few
ted that Japan had violated China’s territorial int^rity, but many
doned how real that integrity was, especially with respect to Man-
ia, over which China had only nominal sovereignty. Even the most

at collective-security advocates conceded the government was

ipt and its control of its own territory problematic, China, Sir

I Simon stated, was but a “geographical expression.”®®

the Open Door and the int^rity of China were venerable Amer-

precepts, so too was the tradition that the United States would

Der MS. Diary, September 23, November 5, 12, 1931; Richard Current,

tary Stimson (New Brunswick, 1954), pp. 10-11, 26, 247—248; Henry L.

on and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War (New York,

), pp. 89-100.

On the effectiveness of the doctrine, see Robert Langer, Seizure of Terri-

(Princeton, 1947), pp. 59-66, 287-290. Cf. Arnold McNair, “The Stimson
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3), 65-74.
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not go to war to uphold them.®^ Hoover not only hrmly opposed

sanctions but would not even permit Stimson to use the threat of force.

The President, Stimson lamented, had not “the slightest element of

even the fairest kind of bluff.”®^ Stimson felt, too, often quite unfairly,

that the western powers had also let him down; by Febmary, 1932,

he had wearied of the thought of drafting yet another note invoking

the Nine-Power Treaty, for he feared he would only receive “yellow-

bellied responses.’’ Without support in Washington for a large policy,

unable to forge an effective coalition of western powers, Stimson

complained that he was armed with “spears of straw and swords of

ice.”^®

On January 9, 1933, Stimson conferred at Hyde Park for six hours

with President-elect Franklin Roosevelt, who a week later issued a

statement supporting Stimson’s Far Eastern line. Stimson “is going

out of office a big man,” noted one diplomat, “since he was able to

‘sell’ his Far Eastern policy to the new Administration.”®^ Revisionist

historians, echoing this judgment, have seen in^the Hyde Park meeting

a kind of diabolic succession whereby Stimson transmitted to Roosevelt

a “strong” stance in the Orient that led inevitably to World War II.®®

In fact, Roosevelt needed no conversicm to a policy of resisting Jap-

anese expansion. He had long had a b^-Navy man’s preoccupation

with the war that would someday come with Japan, and he told Tug-

well a few days after his meeting with Stimson that such a war might

better come now than later.®® In his very first week in office, Roosevelt

Paul Schroeder, The Axis Alliance and Japanese^American Relations 1941
(Ithaca, 1958), p. 181; Stimson and Bundy, On Active Service, pp. 243—244.
^ Stimson MS. Diary, January 26, 1932. Richard Current has contended that
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Doctrine,’* American Historical Review, LIX (1954), 513-542. Ferrell denies
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tween Hoover and Stimson. Diplomacy of Great Depression, p. 169.
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scussed with his cabinet the possibility of war with Japan, and

scretary of the Navy Claude Swanson announced plans to build the

et to treaty strength.®^ Three months later, the President allocated

138 million from NIRA funds for new warships, a move which

ilped touch off a new naval armaments race in the Pacific.

Despite this ominous beginning, Roosevelt’s first term was marked
' a moralistic isolationism with respect to the Far East even more

onounced than imder Hoover, despite the fact that Japan gave

idence that the success of the Manchurian adventure had whetted

>petites for new conquests. In April, 1934, Eiji Amau, spokesman of

e Tokyo Foreign Ofifice, claimed special rights for Japan in East

>ia; in December of that year, the Japanese government denounced

e Washington Naval Treaty; in January, 1936, Japan, unable to

in parity, walked out of the London Naval Conference; and in

Dvember, 1936, Tokyo signed an Anti-Gomintem Pact with Nazi

ermany. Nettled by Japanese truculence, the Roosevelt administra-

)n responded with a series of sermons by Parson Hull. Even these

rbal condemnations proved too strong for our ambassador in Tokyo,

•seph Grew, who believed that they weakened the position of the

panese moderates, on whose influence he, as well as many other

Bcials, placed inordinate reliance. When Congress passed the

^dings-McDuffie Act in March, 1934, granting the Philippines in-

pendence at the end of ten years, its action was taken as fresh

idence of the desire of the United States to withdraw from the

rient.

Midway through Roosevelt’s first term, congressional isolationists

ught him he could not win approval for even the mildest of inter-

Ltionalist vultures. Early in 1935, the President urged entry into the
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World Court. It was a proposal of little more than symbolic impor-

tance at a time when the West placed too much reliance on the value

of symbols in international affairs, but isolationist senators were no

more willing to concede Roosevelt a s)mibolic than a real victory. “We
are dealing today with one simple proposition—shall we go into for-

e^ politics?” Senator Hiram Johnson responded. “Once we are in, it

does not maie any difference whether we axe in a little way or

whether we are in a long way . . . once we are in, we are in. . .
.”

Huey Long protested: “We are being rushed pell-meU to get into

this World Court so that Sehor Ab Jap or some other something from

Japan can pass upon our controversies.” In the Senate debate, Minne-

sota’s Thomas SchaU shouted: “To hell with Europe and the rest of

those nations!”®®

With sixty-eight Democrats in the Senate, and the knowledge that

both Coolidge and Hoover had supported the proposition in the past,

Roosevelt felt reasonably confident he would win approval. The iso-

lationist Senator Borah later observed: “We could not count when the

fight began over ten votes. ...” But the President reckoned without

the kind of outcry that could be stirred up by William Randolph

Hearst, Will Rogers, and, most of all. Father Coughlin. So many
thousands of wires flooded Washington in response to a radio appeal

by Coi:^hlin that messengers carted them by wheelbarrow to the

Senate OflSce Building.®® When the vote was taken, fifty-two Senators

approved the Court protocols, thirty-six opposed; the proposal fell

seven votes short of the two-thirds needed. Twenty Danocrats had

bolted the President.®^ Roosevelt knew he had not sustained a mean-

ingful defeat, but he was disturbed by its implications. “As to the

thirty-six Senators who placed themselves on record against the prin-

ciple of a World Court,” he wrote Senator Joseph Robinson, “I am
59 Time, XXV (February 11, 1935), 13-15.
^ Borah to F. F. Johnson, February 8, 1935, Borah MSS., Box 391; Peter

Morris, “Father Coughlin and the New Deal” (unpublished M.A. essay, Colum-
bia University, 1958), pp. 71—73; Charles Sumner Hamlin MS. Diary, February

8, 1935; National Coimcil for the Prevention of War files. Drawer 75. For the

important role of Midwestern opposition, see Ray Billington, “The Origins of

Middle Western Isolationism,” Political Science Quarterly, LX (1945), 60.
61 “The action of the Senate was positively disgraceful,” reflected ^e Wil-

sonian Garter Glass, "but the combination of Hearst, Father Coughlin and Huey
Long was too much for a few Senators.” Glass to Mrs. Joseph Ruebush, Feb-
ruary 18, 1935, Glass MSS. See Denna Frank Fleming, The United States and
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lined to think that if they ever get to Heaven they will be doing

jreat deal of apologizing for a very long time—^that is if God is

linst war—^and I think He is.”®^

rhe defeat of the World Court proposal can be explained in part

the alarm aroused by the findings of the Nye Committee. On
jruary 8, 1934, Senator Gerald Nye of North Dakota, a progressive

publican, had urged an investigation of the armaments industry,

e was aided by the timely publication of a striking indictment of

; munitions makers in the March, 1934, issue of the business mag-

ne Fortune. In “Arms and the Men,” Fortune stated the “axioms”

the armament titans were “(a) prolong war, (b) disturb peace,”

i charged that in World War I English and French industries had

intained the Kaiser’s war drive by selling Germany vital supplies

armaments. On April 12, the Senate, indignant at the arms traffic,

3roved the resolution and Vice-President Gamer named Nye to

id the inquiry

rhe Nye investigation turned up some startling evidence to buttress

rtune^s contentions. It made public a letter from an officer of Elec-

: Boat to his agent in Peru: “It is too bad that the pernicious ac-

Lties of our State Department have put the brake on armament

lers from Pern by forcing the resumption of formal diplomatic re-

Lons with Chile.”^^ But by the end of 1934 it had switched its em-

asis from a probe of arms makers to an expose of the manner in

ich economic interests had influ^ced American intervention on the

e of the Allies in 1917. After haling J, P. Morgan and the four du

at brothers to the stand, the committee charged that Morgan had

)fited handsomely as agent for the Allies, and that bankers and

nitions makers had reaped unconscionable profits. The United

Ltes had entered the war, the committee concluded, neither to save

1 world for democracy nor to defend its own interests, but as the

ult of the intrigues of profiteers. Nye declared blimtly: “When
lericans went into the fray, they little thought that they were there

2 F.D.R. to Robinson, Januar7 30, 1935, Personal Letters, I, 450. Cf. F.D.R.

Slihu Root, February 9, 1935, FDRL PPF 2201.
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and to save the skins of American bankers who had bet too

boldly CHI the outcome of the war and had two billions of dollars of

loam to the AlUes in jeopardy.”®'

The Nye Committee reinforced the image of Woodrow Wilson as

the evil Ammcan. In Dos Passos’ USA., Wilson is Satan. Savage says

of him: “A terrifying face, I swear it’s a reptile’s face, not v^raim-

blooded. . .
.”®® ^7® Committee rubbed old wounds when it de-

clared that Wilson had “falsified” when he had denied knowledge of

the secret treaties. Old Wilsonians like Carter Glass were outraged by

Nye’s r^ecticHi on Wilson’s int^rity; Democrats queried whether the

Republican chairman had not turned the inquiry into a partisan

vendetta; and Senator Tom Connally sputtered: “Some checker-play-

ing, beer-drinking back room of some low house is the only place fit

for the kind of language which the Senator from North Dakota . . .

puts into the Record about a dead man, a great man, a gcxxl

man. . . But despite the uneasiness of the Democrats, and in the

teeth of attempts by the administration to undermine the probe, the

Nye Committee made its mark.

Undo* the stimulus of the Nye Committee revelations and the threat

war posed by Hitleris announcement of rearmament plans in 1935

and the mounting crisis in Ethiopia, congressional isolationists pushed

fcH* neutrality legislation which would define American conduct in the

emit of a European war. Roosevelt, impressed by an article in Foreign

Affairs written by Charles Warren, former Assistant Attorney General

und^ Wilson, had already directed the State Department to look into

the question.®® But Roosevelt, like Hoover before him, wanted dis-

®®Cliar]^ Seymoiir, American Neutrality 1914-1917 (New Haven, 1935),
p. 85. Even Franklin Roosevelt, who viewed the Nye investigation with disfavor,
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onary power to decide whether an embargo should be applied

if applied, to which nation. Congress opposed giving the President

prerogative, for it smacked too much of the distinction between

I ^d bad nations, which it thought had led the United States

the World War. Even more, it seemed a second cousin to League

[ations sanctions.

oosevelt and Hull preferred no neutrality l^islation at all to a

that would shackle the President; but when week after wedc

ed in the Congress of the Second Hundred Days without any sign

Vhite House action, many of the President’s supporters became

inous. Representative Fred Sisson of New York wrote the Presi-

:’s aide, Stephen Early, angrily: “Thousands and thousands of

len’s votes have been lost by this stalling.” “I tell you, Steve,”

itor Pittman told Early on the phone, “the President is riding

1 fall if he insists on designating the aggressor in accordance with

wishes of the League of Nations. . . . He will be licked as sure

ell ”69 Roosevelt pleaded, but he got nowhere. Congress not only

Id not grant discretionary powers but, with headlines black with

dnence of war in Ethiopia, it refused to adjourn until it had tied

President’s hands.^^

^ith Borah’s help. Senator Pittman drafted a compromise which

dded for a mandatory embargo to be applied not to all war ma-
ds but only to implements of war to belligerents. It would expire

ruary 29, 1936. The measure prohibited American vessels from

ying munitions to nations at war, and empowered the President at

discretion to withhold protection from U.S. citizens traveling on

gerent vessels. It took the Senate only twenty-five minutes to rush

resolution through. On August 31, the President signed it. A resolu-

which satisfied neither side, the Neutrality Act of 1935 served

fly to manacle the President while Congress was recessed. Hiram
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Jcdinson rejoiced: “So today is the triumph of the so-called isolationists

and today marks the downfall ... of the internationalist who has

been devoting his gigantic energy in the last seventeen years to involv-

ing us in marching abroad and who would take us into Europe’s

troubles and into Europe’s difficulties. . .

When Italian troops invaded Ethiopia early in October, 1935, Roo-

sevelt, who had dragged his feet during the neutrality debates, acted

with unanticipated swiftness in invoking the Neutrality Act. Although

technically no state of war yet existed, he issued a proclamation of

neutrality immediately. “They are dropping bombs on Ethiopia—and

that is war,” he told Harry Hopkins. “Why wait for Mussolini to say

so.”^^ He not only imposed an arms embargo but cautioned Americans

not to travel on ships of either belligerent, and warned businessmen

that any trade whatsoever with the belliga:ents, even in raw materials,

would be conducted at their own risk. When, despite this warning,

exports to Italy mounted, HuU invoked a “moral embargo” on ship-

ments in abnormal quantities to belligerents; Hull’s list of commodities

included oil, which the League sanctions list omitted. Roosevelt won
commendation from the isolationists for his vigorous enforcement of

the Neutrality Act, but the President knew well that the more he en-

forced the act, the more he assisted sanctions against Italy. By warning

Americans not to sail on transatlantic vessels of belligerents, for ec-

ample, he aimed to cripple Italian passenger trade by removing Amer-

icans from the danger of mythical Ethiopian submarines. While

Roosevelt cleverly kept his actions divorced from those of Geneva, he

moved in the direction of collective security.'^®

Beyond this policy of “malevolent neutrality,” Roosevelt would not

go. He would not commit the United States to a concert of powers

against Italy, and, given the state of American opinion, he hesitated

to recommend an embargo on oil.’’^^ When the move to impose effec-

^ Congressional Record, 74th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 14432. The nationalist John-
son did not like the resolution itself. See Robert Divine, The Illusion of Neutral-

ity (Chicago, 1962), pp. 81-121.
’^Robert Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins (New York, 1948), p. 79.

’^^Hull, Memoirs, I, pp. 428-443; Joseph Green, “Memorandum,” September
14, 1935, R. Walton Moore MSS., Box 13; William PhilKps MS. Diary, VI,
October 7, 1935, 1130; Henderson Braddick, “A New Look at American Policy

during the Italo-Bthiopian Crisis, 1935-36,” Journal of Modem Htstory, XXXTV
(1962), 64-73.

Philip Marshall Brown, “Malevolent Neutrality,” American Journal of
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e economic sanctions on Italy collapsed, the League powers blamed

5 United States. Exporters had disregarded Hull’s moral embargo;

the last three months of 1935, American shipments of oil to Italy

pled. Yet the failure of the United States to act, while it no doubt

libited the western European powers, seems to have served mainly

a convenient rationalization for their own indecisiveness.'^® Neville

lamberlain noted in his diary: ‘‘U.S.A. has already gone a good deal

iher than usual. ... If we backed out now because of Mussolini’s

“eats, we should leave the Americans in the air. . . The United

ites, in turn, was shocked by the revelation on December 11, 1935,

the cynical agreement between Sir Samuel Hoare and Pierre Laval,

j British and French foreign ministers, to partition Ethiopia. The
hiopian war, which might have aroused the West to the dangers

fascism—^Vittorio Mussolini reported that bombing and burning

^yssinian natives had been “exceptionally good fun”—served rather

reconfirm isolationists in their suspicion of European democracies

d to demonstrate to fascist leaders they had little to fear from a

/ided West.

By 1936, Roosevelt had almost given up the fight for control of

•eign policy. The administration’s neutrality proposal that year con-

ied much to the isolationists. Yet since it authorized the President

limit exports of war materials to belligerents to “normal quantities,”

K)sevelt’s critics charged he was trying to secure not neutrality but

-operation with League sanctions against Italy.’^’^ Politicians of both

rties feared to offend Italian-Americans who kicked up a storm

ainst the bill; in Faneuil Hall, Governor James Michael Curley

lernational Law, XXX (1936), 88-90; F.D.R. to J. David Stem, December
,
1935, FDRL PPF 1039.

>"5 M. J. Bonn, “How Sanctions Failed,” Foreign Affairs, XV (1937), 350—

1; Gaetano Salvemini, Prelude to World War II (Garden City, N.Y,, 1954),
, 331-338, 372-373, 379-397; James T. Shotwell and Marina Salvin, Lessons

Security and Disarmament from the History of the League of Nations (New
rk, 1949), pp. 92-109; Herbert Feis, Seen from (New York, 1947), pp.
5-275, 297-308.

Keith FeiHng, The Life of Neville Chamberlain (London, 1946), p. 272.

Viscount Simon, Retrospect (London, 1952), p. 212.
'7 R. Walton Moore, “The Proposal to Make the Provisions of Any Neutral-

Legislation that May be Passed Inapplicable to the Italian-Ethiopian War,”
luary 31, 1936, Moore MSS., Box 14; Telephone Conversation of George
ik with Raymond Moley, November 27, 1935, Peek MSS.
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praised Mussolini as the defender of peace and Christianity^® The

influential international lawyer Edwin Borchard accused Roosevelt of

seeking to “commit this nation to the idiosyncrasies of Wilsonian

ideology/’ especially the malignant doctrine of “denouncing any re-

volter as an aggressor and inciting the posse comitatus to strangle and

crush him. . . . These sanctionists/’ wrote Borchard, “have destruc-

tion and murder in their hearts.” Isolationists held the whip hand, yet

they were so divided amongst themselves that no real revision of the

1935 resolution was possible. Some, like Senator Arthur Vandenberg

of Michigan, favored cutting off almost all trade with the outside

world if war broke out abroad, while nationalists like Borah insisted

that this was craven and the trader in wartime should have the “pro-

tection of his Flag.”^® After six weeks of dispute, Congress simply ex-

tended the embargo and limited the extension of loans to belligerents.®^

When on July 17, 1936, the Spanish Army revolted in Morocco,

crossed to the mainland, and plunged Spain into civil war, Roosevelt

took an even more isolationist stand than some of the neutrality legis-

lation advocates. He accepted the British and French view that only

strict nonintervention held any hopes for localizing the Spanish con-

flict and avoiding- a dreadful world war. He treated the situation in

Spain as though it were a conflict of two foreign states with equal

rights, not as an uprising against a recognized government, and a

democratic government at that He imposed a moral embargo on the

sale of arms and munitions to Spain, denounced a Jersey City ex-

porter who shipped some planes and munitions to the Loyalists as

“thoroughly impatriotic,” and asked Congress to tighten the neutrality

statute by embargoing shipments of military material to countries en-

gaged in civil wars. In January, 1937, Congress swiftly complied, with

but a single dissenting vote.®^

Frogresso, January 28, 1936; John Norman, “Influence of Pro-Fascist

Propaganda on American Neutrality, 1935—1936,” in Dwight Lee and George
McReynolds (eds.). Essays in Honor of George Hubbard Blakeslee (Worcester,

Mass., 1949), pp. 193—214. Italian-Americans engaged in street brawls with

N^roes, who identified with Ethiopia and who rejoiced in Joe Louis’ victory

over Primo Camera.
Borchard to William Borah, Febmary 22, 1936; Borah to Charles Jervey,

January 14, 1936, Borah MSS., Box 393.

Robert Divine, Illusion of Neutrality, pp. 122-161. In 1934, Congress had
passed the Johnson Act forbidding citizens to lend money to, or buy securities

from, foreign governments in default to the United States.

F. Jay Taylor, The United States and the Spanish Civil War (New York,
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In a few months^ some who had voted for the resolution had second

oughts. The Spanish “civil war/’ they feared, was being used by

itler and Mussolini as a testing ground for the great war that lay

lead. Tens of thousands of Italian soldiers fought for Franco, and

e Fascist press celebrated the fall of Malaga as a national victory,

be Nazis made no attempt to disguise the airplanes that bombed

Ibao.®^ A number of isolationist progressives came to believe the

reat to democratic government more compelling than the doctrines

neutrality. Senator Nye, to the discomfiture of the pacifists, intro-

iced a resolution to repeal the embargo on arms to the Loyalists.

>th Secretaries Ickes and Morgenthau supported Nye, and fifteen

ominent scientists, including Arthur Compton and Harold Urey,

eaded with the President to lift the embargo to “save the world from

fascist gulf.” In January, 1938, sixty members of Congress ostenta-

>usly sent greetings to the Spanish Cortes.^^ For many American in-

llectuals, the Spanish war was the crucial event of the decade, for it

piified an apocalyptic struggle between the forces of democracy and

seism. Placards on college bulletin boards announced: “We dance

at Spain may live.” A few did more than that. Two or three thou-

nd American volunteers fought in the Abraham Lincoln Brigade

d other Loyalist units; most who went died there, including Ring

irdner’s son James, who lost his life in the Ebro campaign.®^

For a brief time in the spring of 1938, it appeared that Roosevelt

5uld lift the embargo, but the American ambassador to Great Brit-

Q, Joseph Kennedy, warned him that such a move might spread the

vanish war to the rest of the world. Hull insisted that such action

>uld destroy the work of the Nonintervention Committee.^® The
esident also had to reckon with the state of American opinion. Most
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of the country was indifferent; one poll found the remarkably high

figure of 66 per cent of respondents neutral or with no opinion. Pro-

Loyalist intellectuals were a negligible political force compared to the

large bloc of pro-Franco Catholics. Although Catholic laymen like

Kathleen Norris and Geoi^e Schuster were anti-Franco, and most

Catholics did not regard themselves as Franco supporters, the Catholic

press and hierarchy were almost uniformly pro-Franco, and polls re-

vealed that the proportion of Catholics who backed Franco was more

than four times as great as the proportion of Protestants.®® Ickes has

recorded that Roosevelt told him that to raise the embargo “would

mean the loss of every Catholic vote next fall and that the Democratic

Manbers of Congress were jittery about it and didn’t want it done.”

So the cat was out of the bag, Ickes complained, the “mangiest,

scabbiest cat ever.”®^

Although it has been argued that the neutrality laws handcuffed

Roosevelt in his efforts to check the aggressors. Congress can scarcely

be assigned sole responsibility for American policy toward Spain. Iron-

ically, it was Senator Nye, the symbol of congressional isolationism,

who led the move to lift the embargo, while Roosevelt, who had

originally opposed such legislation, upheld it. The President’s Spanish

policy had unfortunate consequences. It helped sustain Neville Cham-

berlain’s disastrous policy of appeasement which permitted Germany

and Italy to supply Franco while the democracies enforced “noninter-

vention” against themselves. “My own impression,” wrote Ambassador

Claude Bowers in July, 1937, “is that with every surrender beginning

long ^o with China, followed by Abyssinia and then Spain, the fascist

powers, with vanity inflamed, will turn without delay to some other

country—such as Czechoslovakia—^and that with every surrender the

prospects of a European war grow darker.”®®

In 1937, Congress moved toward the creation of “permanent” neu-

trality legislation. When Senator Pittman learned that the president of

George Gallup and Claude Robinson, "American Institute of Public Opin-
ion Surve^^, 1935—1938,” Public Opinion Quarterly, II (1938), 389; Taylor,

Spanish Civil War, pp. 152—155; Theodore Newcomb, “The Influence of Atti-

tude Climate Upon Some Determinants of Information,” Journal of Abnormal
and Social Psychology, XLI (1946), 291-302.

Ickes, Diary, II, 390. The influence of Catholic opinion on Roosevelt has

not been established with any precision, however.

Taylor, Spanish Civil War, p. 15.
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5 British Board of Trade was to pay a visit to the United States, he

)d a new neutrality proposal without consulting the Department

State in order to escape the imputation that America was working

concert with Great Britain.®® The debate that followed revealed

th this same skittish ccmcem over avoiding even the appearance

commitment to collective security and the continuing division

Long isolationists over how to achieve their aids. As a compromise

ween the desire to avoid war and the fear that a total embargo

uld cripple the economy, legislators devised the procedure of “cash

i carry”: belligerents who bought goods from this country had to

f for them on delivery and cart them away in their own vessels, or

the bottoms of some country other than the United States. This

iposal provoked the wrath not only of internationalists but of na-

nalists like Borah, who denounced “the whole sordid cowardly cash

i carry proposition” as an abandonment of national honor and a

rifice of freedom of the seas.®® But most of the Senate was con-

ced that this was precisely what had led to American intervention

World War I. The danger that the country might be “dragged in

lin because the huckster finds himself in trouble [rises] like Banquo’s

>st to disturb all of us,” Senator Bone explained. Persuaded by the

ne-Nye thesis. Congress adopted the Pittman resolution. In addition

cash and carry, it extended the arms embargo and the ban on

ns, forbade American citizens to sail on belligerent ships, and

horized the President, at his discretion, to prohibit the export of

tain other materials to belligerent powers. The law, jeered the New
rk Herald-Tribune, should have been entitled: “. . . an act to

»erve the United States from intervention in theWar of 1914—T8.”®^

9 Breckinridge Long MS. Diary, January 24, 1937; Edwin Borchard to

[Ham Borah, March 1, 1937, Borah MSS., Box 405.
0 William Borah to Archibid MacLeish, March 15, 1937, Borah MSS., Box
. Borah announced: “I would sell and ship and I would fight for the right

10 so.” Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 1681. Borah opposed

ing munitions, but he favored open trade in other goods in part because cash

[ carry gave the advantage, to the nation that controlled the seas. Great

tain, in any European war. Orde Pinckney, “William E. Borah: Critic of

erican Foreign PoHcy,” Studies on the Left, I (1960), 57. While most busi-

5 journals espoused strict neutraHty, foreign traders wanted their right to

c profits in wartime upheld. Roland Stromberg, “American Business and the

Droach of War 1935-1941,” Journal of Economic History, XIII (1953), 65.

'^Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 1675; New York Herald--

bune. May 1, 1937. Cf. R. Walton Moore to F.D.R., March 4, 1937, Moore
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Within a few months after the passage of the Neutrality Act of

1937^ the Western democracies confronted new challenges. In July,

after a clash at night between Chinese and Japanese troops at the

Marco Polo Bridge, just west of Peiping, the Japanese pushed into

North China and inflicted heavy losses on civilians in Shanghai. In

September, Mussolini harangued eight hundred thousand Germans

on the Maifeld in Berlin. Disturbed by the new Japanese assault and

the growing Rome-Berlin rapprochement, the President pondered

making some kind of public statement which would alert the country

to the dangers and the world to the need to search out new roads to

peace.

On October 5 in Chicago, capital of the isolationist heartland, Roo-

sevelt vsramed that if aggression triumphed elsewhere in the world

America could expect no mercy and, in a striking phrase which im-

mediately caught the attention of the world, proposed a “quarantine”

of the war contagion. Isolationist congressmen responded to Roosevelt’s

address by threatening him with impeachment, the Wall Street Jour-

nal insisted: “Stop Foreign Meddling; America Wants Peace,” and

the Chicago Tribune charged that he had turned the city into “the

center of a world-hurricane of war fright” “It’s a terrible thing,” he

later said, “to look over your shoulder when you are trying to lead

—

and to find no one there.”^^ It has become a convention of historians

to explain that Roosevelt in his quarantine speech had sought to lead

the country in an internationalist direction, only to find that the people

MSS., Box 14; Raymond Leslie Buell, “The Neutrality Act of 1937,” Foreign

Policy Reports, XIII (1937), 166-180; Robert Divine, Illusion of Neutrality,

pp. 162-199.

Dorothy Borg, “The Meaning of the Quarantine Speech,” microfilm, FDRL.
The President deliberately chose not to recognize a state of war in China, so

that he would not have to impose an arms embargo. For the debate over this

decision, see Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, p. 481; Hull, Memoirs, I, 557-558;
Gerald Nye to Stephen Raushenbush, September 20, 1937, National Council for

the Prevention of War files. Drawer 80; R. Walton Moore, “Reasons for Not
Invoking the Neutrality Act of May 1, 1937, in Connection with the Far Eastern

Situation,” October 19, 1937, Moore MSS., Box 14.

Public Papers, VI, 406^11; James Bums, Roosevelt: The Lion and the

Fox (New York, 1956), p. 318; Philadelphia Inquirer, October 9, 1937; Wall
Street Journal, October 8, 1937; Chicago Tribune, October 6, 1937; Dorothy
Detzer to Gertmd Baer, October 27, 1937, Emily Balch MSS., Box 3; Samuel
Rosenman, Working with Roosevelt (New York, 1952), p. 167.
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not ready. In fact, much, perhaps most, of the country responded

rably to the address. Even the Chicago Tribune conceded that the

)nse had been ‘‘gratifying” to the intemationalists; press surveys

^ed, as Time concluded, “more words of approval * . . than have

:ed any Roosevelt step in many a month”; and most of the letters

iceived strongly endorsed his taJL®^

Roosevelt ever intended his speech to indicate American commit-

t to a system of collective security, he lost no time in backing away

L these implications. The very next day, he told reporters: “Look,

itions’ is a terrible word to use. They are out of the window.” He
led to clarify how “quarantine” differed from sanctions, or to

ede that, if quarantine did not imply coercion, he intended only

cal” condemnation. Privately, he confided to Norman Davis that

egarded “quarantine” as a much milder term than ostracism or

ar synonyms.®® In short, the quarantine speech, often described

turning point in American foreign policy, changed nothing at all.

he degree to which the United States stiU pursued an isolationist

quickly became apparent. The day after Roosevdt’s address, the

^e of Nations Assembly adopted a report censuring Japanese ag-

ion and proposed a conference of the Nine-Power Treaty signa-

s, including two nonmembers of the League, the United States

Japan. The Nine-Power meeting at Brussels was doomed to fail-

The American diplomat Jay Pierrepont Moffat commented: “I

: never known a conference where even before we meet people are

issing ways to end it.”®® Japan would not attend the meeting, and

>ther nations could barely bring themselves to go through the per-

tory routines. When Norman Davis, for a time, considered taking

m position, Hull sternly ordered him to limit himself to “a strong

Brmation of the principles which should underlie international re-

Ghicago Tribune, October 9, 1937; Time, XXX (October 18, 1937), 19;

k iCnox to George Messersmith, October 6, 1937, Knox MSS., Box 1;

thy Borg, ‘‘Reaction to the Quarantine Spee<i,” microfilm, FDRL; Public

tion Letters, Public Addresses, October 5, 1937, FDRL PPF 200B, Boxes

4-; F.D.R. to Edward House, October 19, 1937, FDRL PPF 222; Travis

)s, “Roosevelt’s ‘Quarantine Speech,’ ” The Historian, XXIV (1962), 483-

Press Conference No. 400, October 6, 1937, FDRL; Jay Pierrepont Moffat

Diary, October 28, 1937.

Moffat MS. Diary, November 1, 1937.



228 FRANKLIN D, ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

lationships.’’ The conference, observed the correspondent of The New
York Times, was “bathetic” and would soon be “pathetic.” Amidst

British allegations that Roosevelt, who had aroused great hopes, had

extended nothing more than “platonic support,” the Brussels parley

collapsed. It had demonstrated that the West would respond to aggres-

sion with nothing but words, and it had more than justified the expec-

tation of some delegates that the United States, confronted by the need

to act, would “curl up.”®*^

Three weeks later, the Japanese military revealed how far its con-

tempt for the United States could go. On December 12, 1937, Japanese

war planes bombed the gunboat U.S.S. Panay, lying at anchor in the

Yangtse, flying an American flag and with two large American flags

spread out on her awnings. The planes went on to bomb three Stand-

ard Oil tankers, setting two of them afire and requiring the third to be

beached. Japanese aircraft, spitting machine-gun fire, riddled the deck

of the Panay and strafed one of its small boats carrying the woimded

to shore. Two crew members and an Italian journalist died in the

bombing; eleven were seriously injured. Two hours after the attack,

the Panay rolled over and sank to the bottom of the muddy Yangtse.®®

Roosevelt and some members of his cabinet responded angrily to

the Panay attack. The President asked Secretary Morgenthau to ex-

plore whether he could seize Japanese property in the United States

to hold against payment for damages, and dispatched Captain R. E.

Ingersoll of the Navy to London to discuss with the Admiralty what

to do if the United States and England found themselves at war with

Japan. Hull asked the Japanese ambassador blimtly when “these wild,

runaway, half-insane Army and Navy ofiicials were going to be prop-

erly dealt with.” Secretary of the Navy Swanson and the admirals

wanted war, Ickes noted. Ickes added: “I confess that Swanson’s point

of view cannot be lightly dismissed. Certainly war with J^^pan is in-

®'^U.S. State Department, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1937 (5

vols., Washington, 1954), IV, 183-188; Memorandum, October 20, 1937, Nor-
man Davis MSS., Box 4; The New York Times, November 21, 1937; The Times
(London), November 25, 1937; Jay Pierrepont Moffat MS. Diary, November
21, 1937.

^^The New York Times, December 13-31, 1937; U.S. State Department,
Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, Japan: 1931^1
(2 vols., Washington, 1943), I, 532-547; Joseph Grew MS. Diary, December
13, 1937 et seq. The master of a Standard Oil tanker was also killed in the
bombing.
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ible sooner or later, and if we have to fight her, isn’t this the best

ible time?”®®

ny thought of war was ruled out not only by Tokyo’s willingness

pologize but even more by the mood of the American people, who
sed to treat the deliberate sinking of an American vessel by Japa-

warplanes as a casus belli. “The gunboat Panay is not the battle-

Maine,” commented the Christian Science Monitor. Congressional

.tionists insisted that the Panay affair demonstrated not the need

a more forthright position in foreign affairs but that American

s in China waters should be recalled. “What are they doing there

vay?” Senator Shipstead asked. “How long are you going to sit

e and let these fellows kill American soldiers and sailors and sink

battleships?” Secretary Morgenthau stormed at his Assistant Sec-

ry, Wayne Taylor. “A helluva while,” Taylor retorted.^®® On
istmas Eve, the Japanese promised to pay every penny the Amer-

s asked in indemnity, noted that the commander of naval forces

apan had been recalled, and pledged to avoid a recurrence. Sec-

ry Hull, while refusing to grant Tokyo’s contention that the

bing had been accidental, accepted the note as “responsive” and

incident was closed.

he Panay crisis sped congressional action on a resolution intro-

id by Louis Ludlow to amend the constitution to provide that, save

ase of invasion, the United States could engage in war only when
ajority so voted in a national referendum. The Ludlow amendment
wide support, notably from Good Housekeeping, which en-

aged mothers to urge congressmen to back the referendum.^®^

Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, p. 486 ; U.S. State Department, Papers Relating

e Foreign Relations of the United States, Japan: 1931-1941, p. 530; Ickes,

V, n, 274. Moffat wrote: “Feeling here is running dangerously high.”

at to Joseph Grew, December 18, 1937, Moffat MSS., Correspondence,

^Christian Seienee Monitor, December 13, 1937; The New York Times,
mber 14, 1937; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, p. 488. Poll data indicated a
y increase in popular daire to have American forces withdrawn from China,
if than taking steps “to make them respect our rights.” T. A. Bisson,

rican Poliey in the Far East, 1931-1941 (New York, 1941), pp. 68-»69;

Masland, “American Attitudes Toward Japan,” Annals of the American
lemy of PoUtical and Social Science, GCXV (1941), 162.

^William Bigelow, “Let’s Vote Before We Fight,” Good Housekeeping,
(February, 1937), 4; Lydia W^tworth to Ludlow, Wentworth MSS., Box
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Still it had been bottled up by the House Judiciary Committee through

most of 1937, and Ludlow could not win enough nsunes for a discharge

petition to bring it to the House floor. Two days after the sinking of

the Panay, the discharge petition had all the required signatures. A
cross* section of antiwar congressmen, from the liberal Texas Demo-

crat Maury Maverick to the reactionary Republican Hamilton Fish,

supported the proposal. If it was fair to hold AAA plebiscites to ask

farmers ‘‘whether or not they should lead little pigs to slaughter,”

declared Representative Gerald Boileau of Wisconsin, then “all of

the people should be permitted by a referendum vote to determine

whether or not the sons and the daughters of these same farmers

should be led to slaughter upon the battlefields of foreign countries.”^®^

In the midst of the debate over the Ludlow proposal. Speaker

Bankhead left the rostrum to read a strongly worded letter from Presi-

dent Roosevelt which objected that the referendum “would cripple

any President in his conduct of our foreign relations and . . . would

encourage other nations to believe that they could violate American

rights with impunity.’’ In 1898, the people would have led the country

into war, “in all probability an unnecessary war” which a strong

President could have prevented, Roosevelt pointed out to his son.^^®

Under the most severe kind of White House pressure, forty-four Demo-
crats who had signed the discharge petition voted against briiging

the referendum to the House floor, and another seven abstained.

Despite this shift, the House came within twenty-one votes of approv-

ing the Ludlow amendment, which was defeated, 209-188, in January,

1938. The 188 votes are a measure both of the President’s tenuous

control of foreign policy and, as late as 1938, of the hardrock strength

of isolationist sentiment in America.

Congressional Record, 75th Gong., 3d Sess., p. 282; National Committee
for die War Referendum files, National Council for the Prevention of War
files, Drawer 82.

Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 3d Sess., p. 277; F.DR. memo to James
Roosevelt, January 20, 1938, FDRL PPF 1820, Box 4.



I OOSEVELT’S Second Inaugural Address on January 20, 1937,

L indicated he was ready for a more radical turn. “I see one-third

a nation ill-housed, ill-clad, ill-nourished,” the President declared.^

r the next tvyo weeks, the country waited to see what specific legis-

ion the President would demand to improve the lot of this “one-

rd of a nation.” When Roosevelt did act, he caught the country by

prise. In a message which electrified the nation, he asked not for

N social legislation but for reform of the Supreme Court.

[n the spring of 1936, the Court, which had already wiped out the

LA and the AAA, had gone out of its way to find the Guffey Coal

nservation Act imconstitutional.^ A month later, in the Morehead

se, the Court shocked even conservatives by ruling, once more by

)~4 vote, that a New York state minimum wage law was invalid.^

the field of labor relations, the Court seemed to have created, as

ssident Roosevelt protested, a “
‘no-man’s-land,’ where no Govem-

int—State or Federal” could fimction.^ The decisions in these two

\es suggested that the Wagner Act would not survive a test in the

irts, and that a wages and hours law was out of the question. Roo-

Samuel Rosenman (ed.), The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.
osevelt (13 vols., New York, 1938-50), VI, 4.

' Carter v. Carter Coal Company, 298 U.S. 238.

Morehead v. New York ex rel. Tipaldo, 298 U.S. 587; Stanley High to

).R., n.d., FDRL PSF 36 ; Josephine Goldnaark, Impatient Crusader (Urbana,

, 1953), pp. 177-178; items in Mary Dewson MSS., Box 6.

Public Papers, V, 191-192.
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sevelt, it seemed, not only faced the prospect of seeing past accomplish-

ments like the Social Security Act destroyed but had been forbidden

to attempt anything new.®

For at least two years, Roosevelt and his aides had explored pro-

posals to make the Court more amenable to New Deal legislation. The

President originally favored amending the Constitution, but he came

to feel that this strategy bristled with diflficulties, for a modest ex-

penditure could forestall ratification in thirteen legislatures. Moreover,

any law passed under such an amendment would still be subject to

Court review. The real problem, Roosevelt came to feel, lay not with

the Constitution but with the Court Since so many decisions had been

handed down by a divided bench, any reform should be aimed at

swelling the Court majority. Captivated by the precedent set by

Asquith in threatening to pack the House of Lords by creating several

hundred new peers—^Roosevelt remembered the episode as an attempt

by Lloyd George to secure Irish home rule—^the President decided

that the only feasible solution was Court packing, a proposition he

had earlier viewed with distaste. Yet he moved warily, because he

knew Court packing violated taboos, and he sought a formula that

both had historical precedent and would divert attention from his

desire for a more liberal Court by raising a new issue of judicial re-

form. The President took puckish delight in the fact that the plan

Attorney General Homer Cummings finally hit upon was based upon

a recommendation made in 1913, albeit in a different form, by none

other than Justice McReynolds.®

On February 5, 1937, the President sent Congress his design for re-

organizing the judiciary. Roosevelt declared that a deficiency of per-

sonnel had resulted in overcrowded federal court dockets; in a single

year, he asserted, the Supreme Court had denied 87 per cent of peti-

tions for hearings on appeal, without citing its reasons. In part, this

® In fact, the situation was not quite this serious, for Roberts had joined the

majority in the Morehead case on technical grounds. Unhappily, by his failure

to explain himself, Roberts contributed to the deepening sense of desperation

about the Court.
® George Creel, Rebel at Large (New York, 1947), pp. 291-294; Harold

Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold Ickes (8 vols., New York, 1954), I, 274,

467-468, 494-495, 529—530; Joseph Alsop and Turner Catledge, The 168 Days
(Garden City, N.Y., 1938), pp. 32-37; Carl Brent Swisher (ed.). Selected

Papers of Homer Cummings (New York, 1939), pp. 147—149; Fred Sims to Pat
McCarran, May 18^ 1937, McCarran MSS., File 672.
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lid be attributed to “the capacity of the judges themselves/’ a prob-

a which raised “the question of aged or infirm judges

—

2l subject of

iicacy and yet one which requires frank discussion. . . .’’To “vi-

ize the courts,” Roosevelt recommended that when a federal judge

lo had served at least ten years waited more than six months after

seventieth birthday to resign or retire, the President might add a

w* judge to the bench. He could appoint as many but no more than

new justices to the Supreme Court and forty-four new judges to

i lower federal tribunals.'^ The President’s proposal presented Court

eking not as a political ruse but as devotion to a principle: the re-

jment of aged justices in the interest of efficiency.

[n this oblique approach to a fundamental issue of government,

osevelt was too clever by half. Opponents of his plan had no diffi-

ty in proving that Court inefficiency was a bogus issue and showing

Lt what the President really wanted was a more responsive Court,

te over-age argument made little sense since one of the President’s

>st consistent supporters had been the eighty-year-old Louis Brandeis,

1 the President’s message offended many of the Justice’s admirers.

Dtuagenarian senators put little stock in the argument that the facul-

j of septuagenarian judges might be impaired. The seventy-nine-

LT-old Carter Glass pointed out that Littleton had written his great

atise on property law at the age of seventy-eight and that Lord

ke had been eighty-one when he produced his masterpiece “Coke

on Littleton.” Some thought that the President had lent his prestige

the contemporary assault on the Court as “nine old men” and even

it he had denied to age the veneration it should command. “I am
5 of those who have reached the ‘senile age,’ ” a New Jerseyan wrote

aator Bailey, “but hope and pray I may be spared long enough to

our beloved country restored to the people unimpaired.”®

R.oosevelt could scarcely have bungled the presentation of the Court

in more. The proposition had never been mentioned during the

ent campaign, and he had handed it to Congress without a word

Public Papers, VI, 51—66. The bill also embraced various proposals for

)rm of judicial procedure, chiefly designed to meet the President’s contention

t the courts were behind in their business.

James Palmer, Jr., Carter Glass (Roanoke, 1938), pp. 300-301,* Drew
rson and Robert Alloi, The Nine Old Men (Garden City, N.Y., 1936);
bert Hoover to Charles Evans Hughes, February 19, 1937, Hughes MSS.,
: 6; Albert Marr to Bailey, February 14, 1937, Bailey MSS., Supreme Court



234 FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

of warning to congressional leaders. Speaker Bankhead protested to

Representative Lindsay Warren, who had served with him as one of

Roosevelt’s assistant floor managers at the 1932 convention: “Lindsay,

wouldn’t you have thought that the President would have told his

own party leaders what he was going to do[?] He didn’t because he

knew that hell would break loose.”® Save for Cummings, not even

Roosevelt’s cabinet officers knew of the proposal, nor had the Presi-

dent taken into his confidence most of his political intimates. The

Supreme Court bill reflected less the thinking of New Deal intellectuals

than the narrow shrewdness of an Attorney General who had been a

Democratic national chairman.^® Yet too much can be made of Roo-

sevelt’s tactical failings. He had little choice save to hand the opposi-

tion the one issue around which it could rally.

Men who had feared to oppose his economic policies, because they

anticipated popular disapproval, now had the perfect justification for

breaking with the President and going to the people. Representative

Hatton Sumners, chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, an-

nounced: “Boys, here’s where I cash in my chips.” The administration

turned to the Senate only to meet the opposition not just of con-

servatives like Glass but of usually reliable Roosevelt men like Joseph

O’Mahoney of Wyoming, Tom C<mnally of Texas, and Burton

Wheeler of Montana.^^ O’Mahoney protested that nothing in the bill

limited the Court’s powers of judicial review, nor remedied either the

defects of old age or of divided decisions. New judges, he wrote, “would

be just as likely to disappoint him as, in similar circumstances, Oliver

Wendell Holmes disappointed Theodore Roosevelt when shortly after

his appointment, he dissented in the Northern Securities Case.”^*

Many liberals were disquieted by the Court plan. Roosevelt’s

® Mranorandum of Conference with Speaker W. B. Bankhead, February 7,

1937, Warren MSS., Box 17.

Frances Perkins, COHG, VII, 128; Alsop and Catledge, 168 Days, pp. 36,

46-49; Breckinridge Long MS. Diary, January 8, 1937.

Alsop and Catledge, 168 Days, p. 67; Tom Connally, My Name is Tom
ConnaUy (New York, 1954), p. 189; items in Carter Glass MSS., Box 3; “Sug-
gested Memo on Senator Wheeler,” n.d., Mary Dewson MSS., Box 6; Joseph
O’Mahoney to William Harman Black, April 6, 1937, O’Mahoney MSS.

O’Mahoney to T. S. Taliaferro, Jr., April 6, 1937, O’Mahoney MSS. The
Republicans adopted the strategy of silence during the Court fight, and allowed
the Democrats to quarrel among themselves. Karl Lamb, “The Opposition Party
as Secret Agent: Republicans and the Court Fight, 1937,” Papers of the Michi-
gan Academy of Science, Arts, and Letters, XLVI (1961), 539-550.
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lethod, and the language he used, suggested he not only wished

) reform the Court but to humiliate it, in reprisal for past denials of

is own prerogatives. Yet many who agreed with his objections to

;cait decisions still wished to preserve the dignity of the bench.^^

[oreover, they were disturbed lest the Court be weakened as a pro-

ctor of civil liberties. Oswald Garrison Villard wrote: “If I were a

fegro I would be raging and tearing my hair over this proposal,

i^oodrow Wilson introduced segregation in the departments in Wash-

Lgton; ... a future Woodrow Wilson could pack the Supreme Court

> that no Negro could get within a thousand miles of justice. . .

/illiam Allen White protested: “Assuming, which is not at all im-

ossible, a reactionary president, as charming, as eloquent and as ir-

sistible as Roosevelt, with power to change the court, and we should

5 in the devil’s own fix if he decided to abridge the bill of rights by

gislation which he could easily call emergency legislation.” Roosevelt

ijoled Senator Norris into going along, but Norris was disgusted with

le President’s opportunism. He asked himself how he would have

ood if “Hardmg had offered this bill.”^®

In attempting to alter the Court, Roosevelt had attacked one of the

mbols which many believed the nation needed for its sense of unity

; a body politic. The Court fight evoked a strong feeling of nostalgia

>r the days of the Founding Fathers, whai, it seemed, life was simpler

id principles fixed.^® One constituent urged Senator McCarran to

ke a stand “against what Cornwallis and Howe fought for in 1776.”

he greater the insecurity of the times, the more people clung to the

^^Rexford Tugwell, The Democratic Roosevelt (Garden City, N.Y., 1957),

392; Roy Howard to Nelson Trusler Johnson, June 1, 1937, Johnson MSS.
Villard to Maury Maverick, May 7, 1937, Villard MSS. Maverick replied:

Vbout some other guy in the White House, So what? . . . England depends
i its Parliament, and that eventually is what we must do in this country. If we
Lve Fascism, or if we are going to have Fascism, the Supreme Court certainly

jinot stop it.” Maverick to Villard, May 8, 1937, Villard MSS.
15 White to Felix Frankfurter, March 23, 1937, William Allen White MSS.,
3x 187; Alsop and Catledge, 168 Days, pp. 94—95; George Norris to Francis

eney, April 25, May 6, 1936, HeneyMSS.; Edward Dickson to Hiram Johnson,

ugust 17, 1937, Dickson MSS., Box 8, Folder 9; Donald Richberg to Ray-
ond Clapper, February 26, 1937, Richberg MSS., Box 2.

John Carter, “Nostalgia for the Nursery,” Harper^s, CLXIX (1934), 502-

)5; Richard Neuberger, “America Talks Court,” Current History, XLVI
fune, 1937), 35. Business interests had both fostered and exploited this attitude

ward the Court Edward S. Corwin, “The Constitution as Instrument and as

rmbol,” American Political Science Review, XXX (1936), 1071—1085.
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few institutions which seemed changeless. Congressmen were deluged

with letters expressing intense anxiety over the fate of the Court.

When Senator Bailey announced his opposition to the plan, a South

Carolina lady wrote: “Bully for you! Oh bully for you! Don’t, don’t

let that wild man in the White House do this dreadful thing to our

country.”^^

Roosevelt had counted on conservative opposition, and had probably

anticipated some of the liberal defections, but he failed to reckon with

the power of the Court itself. On March 29, in a 5-4 decision in which

Roberts joined the majority, the Court upheld a Washington mini-

mum-wage law similar to the New York statute it had erased in the

Morehead Case.^* Two weeks later, Roberts joined once more in a

series of 5-4 rulings which found the Wagner Act constitutional.^®

These decisions marked a turning point in the history of the Supreme
Court. They upset the historic verdict in the Adkins Case and ap-

peared quite contrary to the Court’s rulings in the Carter and the

Schechter cases. The next day Hugh Johnson wrote the President

wryly: *T was taken for a ride on a chicken truck in Brooklyn two
years ago and dumped out on a deserted highway and left for dead.

It seems this was all a mistake.” The conservative minority, which had
dominated the Court for so many years, knew it had been eclipsed.

A newspaperman confided to Maury Maverick: “Old McReynolds
was sore as hell, speaking like he seldom speaks, very loud, gyrating

like you Congressmen and Senators do on the floor, and poking his

pencil angrily at the crowd as he shouted his opinion, without reading
it, and his speech was a good deal different from the written one.”®®

John Burrows to Pat McCarran, February 12, 1937, McCarran MSS., File
672; Rose Goode McCullough to Bailey, February 14, 1937, Bailey MSS.,
Supreme Court 1937; Martha Young et al. to George Sutherland, March, 1937,
Sutherland MSS., Box 6.

West Coast Hotel Company v. Parrish, 300 U.S. 379.
See especially National Labor Relations Board v. Jones & Laughlin Steel

Corporation, 301 U.S. 1; Edward S. Corwin, review of ChatUs Evans Hughas
by Merlo Pusey, American Political Science Review, XLVI (1952), 1171-1173.

20 Johnson to F.D.R., April 13, 1937, FDRL PPF 702; Maury Maverick, A
Maverick American (New York, 1937), p. 336. There has been a good deal of
speculation about why Roberts joined the liberal majority. It is clear that
Roosevelt’s Court message was not responsible, for the minimum-wage decision
was reached before the President sent his message, although it was not handed
down until afterwards. Merlo Pusey, Charles Evans Hughes (2 vols., New York,
1951), II, 757, 766-772,
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)n May 18, prodded by Senator Borah, Justice Van Devanter an-

need his retirement from the bench. Since Roberts’ “conversion”

[ given Roosevelt a 5-4 court willing to approve New Deal legis-

on. Van Devanter’s departure made po^ible a 6—3 division. The
d for drastic reform no longer seemed pressing. Chief Justice

ghes struck another effective blow at the Court bill. In response

a letter from Senator Wheeler, Hughes composed a devastating

ly to Roosevelt’s charge of inefficiency. He pointed out that the

lit had heard argument on cases it had accepted for review only

r weeks earlier, and claimed that an increase in justices would only

duce delays: “more judges to hear, more judges to confer, more
ges to discuss, more judges to be convinced and to decide.”^^ On
ty 24, the Court gave fresh evidence that the crisis had ended,

m in two 5-4 decisions it validated the unemployment insurance

•visions of the Social Security Act, and in a third opinion it ruled

! that old-age pensions were constitutional.^^

rhe cluster of decisions. Van Devanter’s resignation, and Hughes’s

er killed the Court reform bill. Before these events, the Senate was
•bably evenly divided. After them, wavering members joined the op-

ition, and the proponents lost heart. Senate leaders pressed for a

npromise. .Senator Byrnes queried: “Why run for a train after

I’ve caught it?” The Senate majority leader, Joe Robinson, thought

could get the President “a couple of extra justices tomorrow,” even

•ugh men like Borah regarded “two as bad in principle as six.”^®

t the President refused to yield. The margin represented by Roberts’

tch seemed too thin, especially since Roosevelt had had to promise

: next vacancy on the Court to Robinson, who was a conservative,

ides, he had his Dutch up.

Begun in winter, the court fight was consuming all of spring, and

V threatened to run its weary way through summer. By mid-June,

en Vice-President John Gamer, who loathed the Court plan,

^Senate Report 711 y 75th Gong., 1st Sess. (Washington, 1937), pp. 38—40;

hens T. Mason, Harlan Fiske Stone (New York, 1956), pp. 450—453.
2 Steward Machine Company v. Davis, 301 U.S. 548; Helvering v, Davis,

U.S. 619; Robert Jackson, The Struggle for Judicial Supremacy (New
:k, 1941), pp. 221-235.

3Alsop and Catledge, 168 Days, pp. 152-153; Frank Cantwell, “Public

tnion and the Legislative Process,” American Political Science Review, XL
•46), 933; Borah to James Truslow Adams, May 22, 1937, J. T. Adams
S.
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packed his bags and went home to Texas^ the Democratic party was

tearing itself apart. Still Roosevelt pushed on with the hopeless strug-

gle. In mid-July, in his apartment in the Methodist Building across

from the Capitol, the loyal Senator Robinson collapsed and died. His

death destroyed what little hope remained for a favorable compromise.

Five days later, Roosevelfs close political ally. Governor Herbert

Lehman of New York, gratuitously announced his opposition to the

proposal.^^ The President had no choice but surrender; on July 22,

Senator Logan moved that the bill be recommitted. “Glory be to

God!’’ Hiram Johnson shouted. After 168 days the historic Court

battle was over. Vice-President Gamer designed a substitute measure

in order “not to bloody Mr. Roosevelt’s nose”; enacted in August, it

embodied procedural reforms, but abandoned altogether the Presi-

dent’s proposal to appoint new judges.^®

In later years, Roosevelt claimed he had lost the battle but won
the war. In one sense, this is tme. The very month of the defeat of

the Court bill, August, 1937, he named to the Van Devanter vacancy

Alabama’s Senator Hugo Black, the bite noire of southern conserv-

atives. Black’s appointment, Herbert Hoover protested, meant that the

Court was “one ninth packed.” Black survived an ugly episode when
an enterprising reporter revealed that he had once been a member
of the Ku Klux Klan and in his service on the bench more than vindi-

cated those who believed him neither a racist nor a bigot but a cham-

pion of minority rights,^® Within two and a half years after the

rejection of the Court measure, Roosevelt had named five of his own
appointees to the nine-man bench: Black, Stanley Reed, Felix Frank-

furter, William O. Douglas, and Frank Murphy. The new Court

—

the “Roosevelt court” as it was called—greatly extended the area of

permissible national regulation of the economy while at the same time

safeguarding the civil liberties of even the most bothersome minority

groups.^’^ Yet, in another sense, Roosevelt lost the war. The Court

24 Lehman to Robert Wagner, July 19, 1937, Lehman MSS.; Ickes, Diary, II,

171; F.D.R. to Alben Barkley, July 15, 1937, FDRL PSF 36; Representative

James Wadsworth to James Truslow Adams, July 16, 1937, J. T. Adams MSS.
25 Alsop and Gatledge, 168 Days, p. 294; T.R.B., “Washington Notes,” New

RepubUc,XCn (1937), 18-19.
26 John Frank, Mr, Justice Black (New York,d^949), pp. 99—106; Chicago

Tribune, October 3, 1937; Rev. Edward Lodge Curran to Louis Brandeis, Oc-
tober 6, 1937, Brandeis MSS., S.C. 20.

27 Robert Cushman (ed.), “Ten Years of the Supreme Court: 1937-1947,”
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teas destroyed the unity of the Democratic party and greatly

engthened the bipartisan anti-New Deal coalition. The new Court

ght be willing to uphold new laws, but an angry and divided Gon-

5SS would pass few of them for the justices to consider.

Alarmed by Roosevelt’s attempt to alter the Court in order to win

proval for reform legislation, conservatives in Congress were even

)re distressed by the Jacobin spirit of the G.I.O.’s bid for national

wer, a development for which they held the President directly re-

:)nsible. Senators Burke and George viewed the industrial warfare

1936-37 as yet more evidence of the disrespect for law fostered by

Dse “in high places,” while Representative Clare Hoffman of Mich-

in charged that the strikes were intended to abet the President’s

>ault on the Court.^

In June, 1936, the nervy Lewis had decided to mount his first great

'ensive against organized labor^s mightiest enemy, U.S. Steel. He
med his Mine Worker lieutenant, Philip Murray, director of the

3el Workers Organizing Committee, and brazenly rented offices in

wntown Pittsburgh on the thirty-sixth floor of the Grant Building,

, edifice which housed more steel barons than any other in the na-

n. By the end of the year, as Murray’s organizers filtered into

>ungstown, scurried up and down the Monongahela, and held furtive

setings in the shadows of mills in company towns, Steel braced for

e big strike that would test the defenses of the citadel of the open

op.^^

But the Big Strike was not to come in steel. On December 28, 1936,

ter a series of quick victories in Flint, South Bend, and Detroit,

meral Motors employees in Cleveland struck. Two nights later,

)rkers at Fisher Body No. 1 in Flint “sat down”; instead of walking

t, they occupied the factory. For the next six weeks, Flint’s workers

aerican Political Science Review, XLI (1947), 1142—1181, XLII (1948), 32-

;
Edward S. Corwin, Constitutional Revolution, Ltd. (Claremont, Calif.,

11 ).

28 J. Woodford Howard, Jr., ‘Trank Murphy and the Sit-Down Strikes of

37,” Labor History, I (1960), 120.
28 Walter Galenson, “The Unionization of the American Steel Industry,”

\ernational Review of Social History, I (1956), 8—40, and The CIO Chal-

ge to the AFL (Cambridge, 1960), pp. 75—91; Robert R. R. Brooks, As
^el Goes . . . (New Haven, 1940), pp. 70-107; Herbert Harris, “How the

O Works,” Current History, XLVI (May, 1937), 61—66; John Brophy,
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lived in the plant G.M. hands elsewhere adopted the “sit-down”

stratagem or struck in more conventional ways. Guerrilla forces of

wrench-wielding unionists seized crucial plants, turned back counter-

attacks, and jeered entreaties to abandon the factories. On February

11, 1937, General Motors surrendered. It granted the United Auto-

mobile Workers terms which seemed ambiguous but which amounted

to a rousing union victory. The bearded workers who filed out of the

plant returned to the assembly line flaunting their union buttons.^®

Less than a month later, Benjamin Fairless announced the stunning

news that U.S. Steel had folded without a fight. The corporation

which, as Lewis said, had through the years been “the crouching lion

in the pathway of labor” had signed a contract granting the S.W.O.G.

recognition for its members, a wage boost, and a forty-hour week.®^

Once the G.I.O. pierced the fortifications of G.M. and U.S. Steel, it

was able to overrun much of the rest of industry. By the end of 1937,

the U.A.W. had brought every car manufacturer save Ford into line.

The pace of organization moved so swiftly that workers outdistanced

union leaders. “Many of us,” r^ected a Dodge xmionist, “had the

feeling we were like the kid that gets a little fire started in the hay-

field.”^® In a year, the UA.W.’s membership jumped from 30,000 to

400,000. By early May, 1937, S.W.O.G., formed less than a year be-

fore, claimed 325,000 members; by the end of the month, it had signed

up all the subsidiaries of U.S. Steel and such important independents

as Jones and Laughlin, Wheeling Steel, and Caterpillar Tractor. As

steel and auto went, so y^ent much of the nation. After an eight-week

strike in March and April, 1937, Firestone Tire & Rubber capitulated

to the United Rubber Workers. By the aid of 1937, General Electric,

RCA-Victor, and Philco had recognized the United Electrical and

Radio Workers. The Textile Workers Organizing Committee, run by

Sidney Hillman, brought into line industry titans like American

Woolen in Lawrence; by early October, it boasted 450,000 members.®®

^OGalenson, CIO Challenge, pp. 134-143; Edward Levinson, Labor on the

March (New York, 1&38), pp. 151-158; Henry Kraus, The Many and the

Few (Los Angeles, 1947); Murray Kempton, Fart of Our Time (New York,

1955), pp. 284—287; ‘‘Strikes and Lockouts: General Motors Corporation,

1937,” Joe Brown Collection, Wayne State University.

s^Galenson, CIO Challenge, pp.^ 91-96; “It Happened in Steel,” Fortune,

XV (May, 1937), 91-94, 176-180.
32 Richard Harris, Wayne University Oral History Interview.
33 Despite these enormous gains, the C.I.O. was a million members smaller
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In a year’s time, the blue-shirted workers had succeeded in doing

vhat their fathers and grandfathers had failed to do or had not even

iared to do—unionize much of industrial America. It would be a few

nore years before some of the giants—Ford, with his ugly crew of

trikebreaking hoodlums; Little Steel, under Tom Girdler; the Big

?‘our meat packers—^fell into line, but the main task had been done,

rhere had been some violence, notoriously near GirdleFs Republic

Jteel plant in Chicago where police killed ten strikers on Memorial

Day.®^ But what was truly noteworthy was the relatively little blood-

hed that marked this momentous transfer of social power. In part,

he peacefulness resulted from the orderliness of the workers; when
Voolworth strikers took an item from the stock, they were careful to

eave a dime on the register.®® Even more important was the reluctance

>f employers to risk a pitched battle, which might destroy their ma-
hinery; they had a respect bordering on awe for the latent violence

f the strikers. When Flint police attempted to dislodge G.M. sit-

lowners, workers responded with a fire of nuts and bolts, pop bottles,

ted hinges, metal pipes, and coffee mugs; after three hours of fight-

Qg, the police retreated. “The Battle of Bulls’ Run” made clear that

it-downers could be ousted fordbly only at a heavy cost of life and

property.®®

Perhaps the most important reason for the success of the sit-downs

k?as that neither state nor federal governments would employ force as

hey had so often in the past to break the strikes. In the summer of

936 at Homestead—the bloody ground of the 1890’s and forbidden

lian the A.F. of L. in 1939. In the thirties, the Teamsters rose from 95,500 to

50,000 to become the biggest union in the Federation; the Hotel and Res-
siurant Workers grew from a tiny 38,000 in 1929 to an impressive 185,000 a
ecade later.
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land to union organizers for nearly two decades—Pennsylvania’s Lieu-

tenant Governor Thomas Kennedy, an official of Lewis’ Mine

Workers, told workers that union organizers were free to enter any

steel town in the state, and promised relief funds to strikers if

S.W.O.G. called a walkout. In Michigan, Gk>vemor Frank Murphy

refused to send troops to dislodge the sit-downers.®’' A new federal law

prohibited the transport of strikebreakers across state lines, a com-

mittee on civil liberties headed by Senator La Follette exposed the

pattern of violence employers had used against their workers, the

Walsh-Healey Act threatened to deprive corporations of government

contracts, and the Wagner law threw the weight of the federal gov-

ernment behind unionization. Although employers were outraged,

President Roosevelt would not use force to oust the sit-downers; the

unions would have to learn for themselves that they could not retain

a “damned unpopular” tactic. “It will take some time, perhaps two

years,” Roosevelt reflected, “but that is a short time in the life of a

nation and the education of a nation.”®®

While initially sympathetic to the cause of labor, much of middle-

class America took a less tolerant view than Roosevelt of the sit-downs.

Property-minded citizens were scared by the seizure of factories, in-

censed when strikers interfered with the mails, vexed by the intimida-

tion of nonunionists, and alarmed by flying squadrons of workers who
marched, or threatened to march, from city to city. When the Flint

sheriff attempted to enforce a circuit-court edict ordering the strikers

to leave the Fisher plants, thousands of union members from distant

towns filed into Flint. Walter Reuther led five hundred from Detroit’s

West Side; Akron sent a brigade of rubber workers; Dodge unionists

paraded in military order; and a red-bereted Women’s Emergency

Brigade marched outside the plant. Conservatives claimed, mistakenly,

that the sit-down contrivance had been imported from Leon Blum’s

France and warned that they manifested the same spirit as the radical

5’' Levinson, Labor on March, p. 188; Steel Labor, August 1, 1936; John
Fitch, “A Man Can Talk in Homestead,” Survey Graphic, XXV (1936), 71-
76, 118-120; Howard, “Frank Murphy,” pp. 103-140. One governor who did
use force to oust the sit-downers was Connecticut’s Wilbur Cross. Wilbur Cross,

Connecticut Yankee (New Haven, 1943), pp. 354-355; Cross to William Kelly,
April 12, 1937, Cross MSS., Box 27,

Thomas Greer, What Roosevelt Thought (East Lansing, Mich., 1958), p.
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outbreaks which menaced property in Italy in 1919.®® Only by clever

maneuvering did Roosevelt frustrate Senator Byrnes’s attempt to get

the Senate to condemn the sit-downs.

Roosevelt’s sensible attitude toward labor cost him dearly. When
Lewis arrogantly demanded the President’s co-c^eration in return for

the heavy contribution the U.M.W. had made to his 1936 campaign,

Roosevelt turned him down. In June, in a moment of pique, the

President pronounced “a plague o’ both your houses” on the C.I.O.

and “Little Steel.” Lewis retorted: “It ill behooves one who has

supped at labor’s table ... to curse with equal fervor and fine im-

partiality both labor and its adversaries when they becoipe locked in

deadly embrace.”^® In 1940, John L. would back the Republican

presidential candidate. At the same time, foes of the sit-down strikes

believed that Roosevelt, in refusing to eniploy force, was condoning

an assault on property rights by lower-class rebels at the very moment
he was attacking the sacred institution of the Supreme Court.

Throughout 1937, these two issues—Court packing and the sit-downs
—^were repeatedly linked,* that summer an advertisement in the

Boston Traveler urged: “Come on down to Cape Cod for a real

vacation where the CIO is unknown and over 90 percent are Republi-

cans who respect the Supreme Court.”^^ Joined together, the Presi-

dent’s policies on the Court and the sit-downs threatened to destroy

the middle-class base of the Roosevelt coalition.

Many in the middle class had flocked to Roosevelt’s standard not

because they had been converted to a liberal ideology but because his

years in office had been marked by slow but impressive economic gains.

By the spring of 1937, the country had finally pulled above 1929 levels

output. In August, disaster struck. With the nation apparently well

m the road to recovery, the economy suddenly cracked. Industrial

activity fell off with the most bmtal drop in the country’s history. By
December, The New York Times Business Index had plunged from

110 to 85, wiping out all the gains made since 1935. In three months,

3® Alfred Winslow Janes, Life^ Liberty and Property (Philadelphia, 1941),

)p. 127—128; Clarence Niblack memorandum, October 10-19, 1937, W. B. Pine

^SS.; Levinson, Labor on March, pp. 160-162; Daniel Roper to Claude
lowers, March 31, 1937, Edward House MSS.; Herbert Harris, American Labor
[New Haven, 1938), p. 294.

James Wechsler, Labor Baron (New York, 1944), pp. 98—100.

“The Bandwagon,” New Republic, XCI (1937), 364.



244 FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

Steel fell from 80 per cent of capacity to 19 per cent. Waves of selling

hit the market; the ticker tape fell far behind as more than seven

million shares changed hands in a single day; Dow-Jones stock averages

lurched from 190 in August to 115 in October. Night clubs failed in

Manhattan; new autos piled up in showrooms; gold fled the country.

Between Labor Day and the end of the year, two million people were

thrown out of work.^^

The “prosperity” of early 1937, which rested on an insecure base of

mass unemplo)nment and a sluggish construction industry, had been

achieved largely by the government’s deficit spending. In June, 1937,

Roosevelt, inordinately worried about the danger of inflation, slashed

spaiding sharply. He cut WPA rolls drastically and turned off PWA
pump-priming. At the very same time, Washington collected two bil-

lions in new social-security taxes. The government had not only

stopped pruning the pump but was even “taking some water out of

the spout.”^* If business had been ready to take over, none of this

would have mattered, but business still lacked the confidence to under-

take new investment.^*

The “recession” touched off a hot debate within the administration

over economic policy. Secretary Morgenthau believed that the failure

to achieve recovery was caused by the reluctance of business to invest,

because it feared federal spending would lead to inflation and heavy

taxation. Since the New Deal had failed to bring the country out of

the depression, the administration, he argued, should balance the

Budget and give business a chance to see what it could do. As early

as 1936, he had reasoned that although “the patient might scream a

Kenneth Roose, “The Recession of 1937-38,” Journal of Political Economy,
LVI (1948), 241 ; Time, XXXI (Februapr 7, 1938), 51-52.
^ George Soule, “The Present Industrial Depression,” New RepubUc, XCIII

(1937), 62. Gf. Arthur Smithies, 'The American Economy in the Tbirties,”

American Economic Review, XXXVI (1946), 26.

Increased costs, especially labor costs, the tight-money policy adopted by
the Federal Reserve early in 1937, and worry over the undistributed profits tax

made it still less likely that business would take the reins. Kenneth Roose, The
Economics of Recession and Revival (New Haven, 1954) ; Sumner Slichter,

“The Downturn of 1937,” Review of Economic Statistics, XX (1938), 97-110;
John Blum, From the Morgenthau Diaries (Boston, 1959), pp. 279-280, 295-
296, 355, 367—375; Marriner Ecdes, Beckoning Frontiers (New York, 1951),

pp. 287—301; Joseph Schumpeter, Business Cycles (2 vols.. New York, 1939),
II, T018-1019; Douglas Hayes, Business Confidence and Business Activity

(“Michigan Business Studies,” X [Ann Arbor, 1951]).
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when he was taken off narcotics/’ the time had come “to strip off

j bandages, throw away the crutches,” and let the economy see if

could stand on its own feet”“*®

Strong opposition to Morgenthau’s views came from a group of

eral New Dealers headed by Harry Hqpkins, Harold Ickes, and

arriner Eccles and including William Douglas and Jerome Frank

the SEC and Robert Jackson in the Justice Department. They were

Dported by a battery of economists and lawyers: Leon Henderson,

)pkms’ economic adviser; Isador Lubin, Commissioner of Labor

itistics; Aubrey Williams, director of the NYA; Lauchlin Currie at

deral Reserve; and Mordecai Ezekiel and Louis Bean in Agriculture.

Ley pointed out that it had been precisely when the budget had been

>ught into balance in 1937 that the recession had ensued. Since a

tback in spending had triggered the downturn, a sharp increase in

mding was the route out. They reasoned that when private invest-

mt declined, the government had to spend more. To reduce the

aks of booms and raise the valleys of depressions, the govemmwit

3uld spend lavishly in hard times and tax heavily in prosperous

nods. “The Government,” declared Marriner Eccles, “must be the

cnpensatory agent in this economy; it must unbalance its budget

ring deflation and create surpluses in periods of great business ac-

ity «4e

Eccles’ language suggests the influence of John Maynard Keynes,

d some of the New Deal spenders, notably Lauchlin Currie, owed a

iar debt to Keynes, while others were undoubtedly influenced by him

a more indirect manner. Yet Eccles, regarded as the most influential

^esian, recalled he had never heard of Keynes when he first ad-

nced “Keynesian” views and confessed that, even years later, he had

“The Morgenthau Diaries,^ CoUier^s, CXX (September 27, 1947), 82. Cf.

tm, Morgenthau Diaries, pp. 387—388; Henry Morgenthau, Jr., to FJ).R.,

tober 5, 1937, FDRL PSF 26; Melvin Brockie, “The Rally, Crisis, and De-
ssion, 1935-38” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. University of California at

5 Angeles, 1948) ; C. O. Hardy, “An Appraisal of the Factors ( ‘Natural’ and
tificial’) Which Stopped Short the Recovery Development in the United

,tes,” Amtrican Economic Review, XXIX, Supplement (March, 1939), 170-
>.

^ Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers, p. 252, and “How to Prevent Another 1929 in

10,” FDRL PSF 32; LauchKn Currie, “A Tentative Program to Meet the

riness Recession,” Emanuel Goldenwdiser MSS., Box 2; Joseph Alsop and
bert Kintner, “We Shall Make America Over,” Saturday Evening Post, CCXI
ovember 19, 1938), 15.
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not read him save in small extracts. For men like Hopkins, Keynes

served as a convenient rationalization for what they were already

doing. Moreover, quite apart from considerations of economic policy,

the New Dealers had come to a realization that had escaped most

earlier reformers: that one can buy reforms with money, “just as an

individual buys groceries, or a hat, or a ton of coal.”*’^

Many of the liberals believed that, in addition to stepping up spend-

ing, the government should move vigorously to curb monopoly. Unlike

the old trust busters, they were concerned neither with the moral in-

tent of corporations nor with protecting small business against large.'^®

Instead they focused on the way the inflexible “administered” prices

of industrial monopolies impeded recovery.^^ The prophetic hero of

the antimonopolists was Leon Henderson, who, it was said, had in the

spring of 1937 predicted a recession within six months.®^ The burly

Henderson, reputedly the only man in the administration who could

outshout General Johnson, was, wrote Fortune^ “a spittoon economist”

who did not “care whether little or big businesses compete just so long

as the competition is rough and tough. Not oftener than twice a day

you can hear him say that no customer was ever hurt in a price

war. ...” As early as 1934, Henderson had urged an antitrust in-

vestigation; by 1936, he had won the support of Robert Jackson, who
became convinced that an inquiry was an important first step in dis-

ciplining the trusts. Before you can win approval for an SEC, Jackson

reasoned, you need a Pecora investigation.®^

In the early months of the recession, the President’s orthodox ad-

visers had the upper hand. After indicating he was impressed by a

memorandum that showed how reduced federal spending had helped

Seymour Harris (ed.). The New Economics (New York, 1947), pp. 16-19;

Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers, pp. 131—132; T.R.B., “Washington Notes,” New
Republic, LXXXrV (1935), 17.

^8 Wendell Berge later observed: . . Many of the antitrust offenses with

which I have had contact are completely devoid of any moral element what-
ever.” Berge to F. O. Berge, November 30, 1940, Wendell Berge MSS., Box 11.

*8 They were especially persuaded by Gardiner Means’ study which pointed

out that, as demand slackened, monopolists cut not prices but production and
employment. Industrial Prices and Their Relative Inflexibility, Sen. Doc. 13,

74th Gong., 1st Sess. (Washington, 1935).
80 In fact, Henderson’s memo is more ambiguous than the legend suggests.

“Boom and Bust,” March 29, 1937, FDRL PSF 32.
si«SEC,” Fortune, XXI (June, 1940), 139; John Chamberlain, The Ameri^

can Stakes (Philadelphia, 1940), p. 209.
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recipitate the recession, Roosevelt turned around and approved a

atement that the government would do everything possible to bai-

lee the budget by slashing spending. In Hooverian tones, he told

IS cabinet: “Everything will work out all right if we just sit tight and

iep quiet.” One of his cabinet officers even spoke of “corrective dips”

L the market.®^

Tired of waiting for Roosevelt to act, the liberals decided to go

tiead on their own, leaving the President free to repudiate them. On
December 26, 1937, Assistant Attorney General Robert Jackson, head

L the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice, delivered a

icHo address drafted by Cohen and Corcoran which pinned the blame

>r the recession on monopolists who “have simply priced themselves

It of the market, and priced themselves into a slump.” Three days

Lter, he told the American Political Science Association in Phila-

elphia that business, in Sir Arthur Salter’s words, was engaged in a

strike of capital” against reform. Although business, Jackson declared,

ad “let loose its bull dogs to bark at the public” that labor was to

lame for high prices, labor had had “nowhere near the percentage

ivance that big business has given to its own darlings.” Jackson

eked off the salaries of industrialists like Alfred P. Sloan, Jr., of

reneral Motors; noted the sizable profits large corporations had made
nder the New Deal; and concluded: “The only just criticism that

in be made of the economic operations of the New Deal is that it

St out a breakfast for the canary and let the cat steal it. . . .” The
ery next day. Secretary Ickes charged that “America’s Sixty Families”

ad resumed “the old struggle between the power of money and the

ower of the democratic instinct,” an “irreconcilable conflict” between

lutocracy and democracy that “must be fought through to a fibiish.”

flees, who had been reading Ferdinand Lundberg’s Americans Sixty

amilies, and had been impressed by Leon Blum’s success in attacking

le deux cents families who owned voting stock in the Banque de

ranee, suggested that Big Business purge itself of “its Fords, its

idlers and its Rands.” Monopoly, Ickes warned, threatened America

dth “big business fascismu”®®

James M. Bums, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox (New York, 1956), p.

>0; Ickes, Diary, II, 223; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, pp. 349-350.

^^The New York Times, December 27, 30, 31, 1937; Eugene Gerhart,

merictYs Advocate: Robert H. Jackson (Indianapolis, 1958), pp. 125—127;
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Jackson and Ickes were emboldened to go as far as they did without

presidential authorization because they knew that Roosevelt seriously

entertained the notion that the recession was the result of a capitalist

conspiracy. In November, he told Moigenthau he thought some two

thousand men had decided to thwart the New Deal by going on strike

against the government. Worried by the gains the fascists were making

all over the world, he feared that four or five men might get together

in this country and decide they wanted their own man in the White

House.*^^ The trust busters were reasonably pleased with his response

to the blasts by Jackson and Ickes. In his State of the Union Message

on January 3, 1938, he included two paragraphs drafted by Tom
Corcoran promising a special monopoly message. Businessmen, he told

a Jackson Day dinner audience five days later, had no confidence in

a people’s government, yet “demanded that a people’s government

have confidence in them.” He told businessmen he needed confidence

as much as they did.®®

Yet at the same time that he was using Brandeisian phrases such ais

“other people’s money,” he held a series of White House conferences

with businessmen like Myron Taylor of U.S. Steel and lent an ear to

the plea of Donald Richberg to resume planning along the lines of

NRA. At a press conference on January 4, the President indicated he

looked with favor on some kind of cartel approach resembling the

NRA. Before long, Ickes was noting disgustedly: “The President, after

letting Jackson and me stick our necks out with our antimonopoly

speeches, is pulling petals off the daisy with representatives of big

business.”®®

Marquis Childs, “Jackson versus Richberg,*^ Nation, CXLVI (1938), 119-120;
Ickes, Diary, II, 282-283.

5* Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, pp. 293-294, 390; Ickes, Diary, II, 241, 253;
FJDJR.. to Walter Teagle, April 16, 1938, in ElHott Roosevelt, F.D.R,: His
Personal Letters, 1928-1945 (2 vols., New York, 1950), II, 775; F.D.R. to

John Cudahy, April 16, 1938, ibid., p. 776.
55 Joseph Alsop and Robert Kintner, “We Shall Make America Over,*^ SaU

urday Evening Post, CCXI (November 12, 1938), 112; Wendell Berge MS.
Diary, January 3, 1938; Public Papers, VII, 42; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries,

402.
,

Public Papers, VII; 11; Raymond Moley, After Seven Years (New York,
1939), p. 374; Donald Richberg, “A Suggestion for Revision of the Anti-Trust
Laws,” XJrdversity of Pennsylvania Law Review, LXXXV (1936), 1-14; Chris-
topher Lasch, “Donald Richberg and the Idea of a National Interest” (un-
published MA. e^y, Columbia University, 1955), pp. 91-92; Ickes, Diary,
II, 326.
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Jloosevelt seemed nonplused by what course to take. He knew con-

ions were much better than in the crisis of 19S2—^the government

5 providing relief, fanners were supported by benefit payments,

iks were not in trouble, national income was higher, and people

: “more perplexity than fear.” Yet the economy continued to plunge

Aoihill, and he did not know how to stop it. Until he did, he would

: be bullied into adopting a position. He preferred to let the rival

orists war around him. It was almost as though he were watching

self, uncertain in his own mind and rather curious about which

tion would win him over. At lunch with the President in mid-

trch, Morgenthau remarked: “As I see it, what you are doing how
just treadii^ water ... to wait to see what happens this spring.”

‘Absolutely,” Roosevelt replied.®^

[n early 1938, many Americans once more neared starvation. In

icago, children salvaged food from garbage cans; in Cleveland,

nilies scrambled for spoiled produce dumped in the streets wh^
5 market closed. During the first six days of 1938, sixty-five thousand

ivelanders on the relief rolls went without food or clothing orders,

le reliefer committed suicide. Der Angriff gloated that the misery of

^veland offered yet another example of the impotence of democracy,

tween October, 1937, and May, 1938, WPA rolls in the automobile

vns of the Midwest incieased at a staggering pace—194 per cent in

ledo, 434 per cent in Detroit. Yet, since the federal government as-

ned only part of the relief burden, many were in extreme want. In

^enteen southern states, Hopkins reported in May, people were

rving. When the Ohio legislature adjourned without proyiding for

equate relief, many people in Cleveland went hungry again that

ing. In late May, the relief funds of St Louis neared exhaustion;

naha was making only token payments; and Chicago, whose relief

Is jumped from fifty thousand to one hundred and twenty thousand

the first five mondis of 1938, closed down all its nineteen relief sta-

ns. In New York City, Mrs. Sarah Goodman, the sixty-year-old

>ther of a WPA worka:, died of malnutrition and anemia^®®

Public Papers, VII, 12; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, p. 415; Leon Hender-
MS. Diary, March 23, 1938; Moley, After Seven Years, pp. 364-365.
® Grace Abbott to Mary Dewson, February 3, 1938, Dewson MSS., Box 12;
ss Lonigan to Henry Morgenthau, Jr., May 23, 1938, FDRL PSF 26;
on, Morgenthau Diaries, pp. 396-401, 434-435; Time, 'XXKI (January 17,

\B), 22; (May 16, 1938), 16; (May 20, 1938), 12; (June 13, 1938), 12;

a; Republic, XCV (June 1, 1938), 86.
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Roosevelt found himself, like Hoover, the victim of his own hubris.

In 1935, the President had remarked in Charleston; “Yes, we are

on our way back—not just by pure chance, not by a mere turn of a

wheel in a cycle; we are coming back soundly because we planned it

that way. . . Credited with the revival of 1936, he was now

blamed for the downturn of 1937-38. Journalists began to write, as

they once had of Hoover and hard times, of the “Roosevelt Depres-

sion.” Bernard De Voto even claimed: “Tommy Corcoran’s depression

is a hell of a lot worse than Herbert Hoover’s.”®® Roosevelt, like the

business leaders of 1932, had lost his “magic.” “The old Roosevelt

magic has lost its kick,” Hugh Johnson chortled. “The diverse ele-

ments in the Falstaffian army can no longer be kept together and led

by a melodious whinny and a winning smile.”®’^

The concatenation of the three events—the abortive attempt at

Court reform, the sit-down epidemic, and the recession—undercut

Roosevelt’s authority with Congress. While the Supreme Court quarrel

ground on, most other legislation had been becalmed like a schooner

in a windless sea. When the contest finally ended, a resentful Congress

was in no mood to give the President what he wanted. It passed a

federal housing law, and approved a statute to aid sharecroppers and

tenant farmers, but neither measure to aid the lower third of the na-

tion even approached what needed to be done. Otherwise, Roosevelt

got almost nothing he asked. Ickes noted of the President in August:

“He is punch drunk from the punishment that he has suffered re-

cently.”®^

I have chosen the version reported in The New York Times, October 24,

1935, which is corroborated in essential details by the wire services, rather than
the text in the Public Papers, Cf. Public Papers, IV, 425; San Francisco
Chronicle, October 24, 1935.

De Voto to Garrett Mattingly, June 15, 1938, De Voto MSS., Box 2.

®lBums, Roosevelt, p. 346. Many a congressman, pointed out one shrewd
Washington observer, had never understood Roosevelt’s economic policies.

“What he did know was that, in dry spells, Mr. Roosevelt would go into a tent,

make unintelligible noises and presently there would be rain.

“Last September saw the start of the severest dry spell in nine years. Mr.
Roosevelt made no move to go into his tent, or reach for the bag of magic
feathers. The rank-and-file Congressman jumped to the conclusion that his

power was no longer intact.” TR3., “Washington Notes,” New Republic,
XCIV (1938), 358-359.

Ickes, Diary, II, 182; Francis P. Miller to Herbert Claiborne Pell, April

1, 1937, Pell MSS., Box 8.
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Vhen Congress adjourned^ Roosevelt, who had been unusually ill-

ipered in the closing weeks of the court strife, set out on a trip to

Northwest to revive himself and put his program before the people.

Boise, he told a crowd that he felt like Antaeus: “I regain strength

just meeting the American people.”^® Everywhere he was greeted

hi a remarkable display of affection. Congressmen who had op-

ed Court reform and other New Deal measures fought for a place

his train. Persuaded by his reception that he, rather than Congress,

[ the support of the country, he called Congress into special session

^^ovember to pass several items of ‘‘must” legislation, including the

ailed “seven little TVA’s.”^^

!'he session proved an almost total washout. Congress adjourned a
days before Christmas without passing a single bill the President

nested, although some measures advanced toward final passage.®^

ear after his overwhelming triumph in the 1936 election, Roosevelt

•eared to be a thoroughly repudiated leader.

Public Papers, VI, 387.

F.D.R. to John McCormack, September 24, 1937; William E. Leuchten-
•, **Roosevelt, Norris and the ‘Seven Little TVAs,’ Journal of Politics,

(1952), 418-441; McAlister Coleman to George Norris, November 22,

\ Norris MSS., Tray 80, Box 6; Benjamin Cohen to the writer, October
1952.

O. R. Altman, “Second and Third Sessions of the Seventy-fifth Congress,
-38,’^ American Political Science Review, XXXII (1938), 1099-1123; The
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CHAPTER 11

Stalemate

I
N THE summer of 1937, a group of conservative Democratic sea-

ators twroke with President Roosevelt to forge a bipartisan bloc with

Republicans to stymie the New Dealers. “The Party is divided hope-

lessly/’ wrote North Carolina’s Josiah Bailey; “the points of view and

the respective interests, the objectives, cannot be reconciled.”^ Un-
crowned head of the new coalition was Vice-President John Nance

Gamer, who had been alienated by Roosevelt’s failure to balance the

budget and by his refusal to chastise the sit-down strikers.^ Led by

southern Democrats like Bailey, who was convinced he was “making

a battle for Constitutional Representative Government as opposed to

mass Democracy,” the conservative alliance united fellow southmiers

like Virginia’s Harry Byrd, border-state Democrats like Maryland’s

Millard Tydings, and northerners like New York’s Royal Copeland.

The D^nocratic junto sought not only to combine with Republicans

to frustrate reform legislation but also to lay pjans to wrest control of

the party from the New Dealers at the 1940 ccmvention. They already

suspected that Roosevdt would run ior a third term, and hoped that

by defeating the President’s program on the floors of Congress fliey

would also end his tenure in flie White House. “The decisive battle,”

^ Bailey to Joseph O’Mahoney, August 22, 1937, O’Mahoney MSS. Some even
discussed a new conservative party, Frank Knox to Neil Garothers, July 16,

1937, Knox MSS.; Theodore Carlson to St^hen Chadwick, August 30, 1937,
Chadwick MSS.

2 Gamer to FJD.R., June 19, 1937, FDRL PSF 37; July 27, 1936, June 20,

1937, FDRL PPF 1416.
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ailey wrote in late August, 1937, ‘Svill be fought out in the next

ssion.”^

Veteran Democratic leaders believed that the party had been sub-

Tted by New Deal administrators whose ideas were alien to Dem-
xatic traditions. “They are a new type of person, not before

icountered,” wrote one critic of the Tugwells and Hopkinses, “and

Ley do not inspire confidence.”^ Even ardent New Deal legislators

und the bureaucrats trying. Maury Maverick, leader of the New
eal faction in the House, commented on TVA: “The atmosphere

—I cannot express myself exactly, since I am only a congressman,

id therefore lack the cultural and scientific knowledge possessed by

me of the T.V.A.’ers. But the air is somewhat rarefied, and I am
re I heard the swishing of long wings and saw Green Pastures and

eLawd (Morgan).”^

Part of the time, the old-time Democrats saw the New Dealers as

imbling professors, innocent of practical knowledge of the world,

uring the 1932 campaign, Senator Pittman wrote Raymond Moley:

four understanding of political situations was indeed surprising to

e in view of the fact that you are a professor.” Congressmen scorned

e White House circle as men who did not have to face an election

—

mething like not having to meet a payroll—^and who .hence were

:esponsible. Part of the time, they saw the New Dealers as worldly,

wer-hungry Machiavellians, bent on subverting the revered tradi*-

yns of the Democratic party. “Democrats, Democrats,” cried Carter

lass. “Why, Thomas Jefferson would not speak to these people.”

>ngressmen protested that the New Dealers, while feigning political

nocence, were, in fact, running a kind of “Phi Beta Kappa Tam-
any Hall” dominated by the eastern universities. “Unless an ap-

icant can murder the broad ‘a’ and present a Harvard sheepskin

! is definitely out,” grumbled a Michigan congressman.^ Conservative

»Josiah Bailey to W. W. Ball, September 24, 1937, BaU MSS.; Bailey to

seph O’Mahoney, August 22, 1937, O’Mahoney MSS.
* Georgia Lindsey Peek MS. memoir, “Early New DeaL”
“'Maury Maverick, “T.V.A. Faces the Future,” New Republic, LXXXIX
936), 64. The liberal Illinois Representative T. V. Smith confided: “Betweoi
11 and me, I don’t like fanatics like Aubrey Williams, though I see their

ident usefulness.” T. V. Smith to S. Kerby-Miller, August 3, 1939, T. V.
lith MSS., Box VI.
® Pittman to Moley, October 4, 1932, Pittman MSS., Box 13; Arthur Schles-

;er, Jr., The Coming of the New Deal (Boston, 1959), p. 483; John DingeU
F.D.R., June 26, 1937, James Roosevelt MSS., Box 36.
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Democrats feared that the bureaucrats advanced humanitarian pro-

grams chiefly in order to expand their power; some even thought they

detected a conspiracy to maintain a permanent army of reliefers who,

in return for government largesse, would enable the bureaucrats to

perpetuate themselves. Vice-President Gamer told Hopkins pointedly

that he did not like the implications of WPA officials calling reliefers

“cHents,”’'

The recession, which might have bred a radical movement of dis-

content with the workings of capitalism and liberal reform, served

instead to strengthen the conservatives. Hard times halted the mo-

mentum of industrial unionism and dissipated its quasi-revolutionary

potential. The S.W.O.G., thrown on the defensive by the cutback in

steel, was not to score another victory until Febmary, 1940.® Roose-

velt’s indecisiveness gave conservatives the opportunity to advance

their own program for recovery. In December, 1937, they circulated

secretly a manifesto, drafted chiefly by Senators Bailey and Vanden-

berg, calling for a balanced budget, states* rights, and the other staples

of reaction.® Many in Congress were sympathetic to the contention

that the downturn had been caused, in part, by government hostility

to business; in particular, they sought to junk the capital gains and un-

distributed profits taxes. But only a few—Democrats fike Byrd, Burke,

Copeland, and Tydings, a Republican like Warren Austin—cared to

sponsor the conservative manifesto. At the same time that they wanted

to take steps to restore business “confidence,** they had half a notion

that renewed government spending might prove the right medicine.

Most of all, they waited on Roosevelt for a cue.

With neither the President nor the Senate conservatives in com-
mand, the farm bloc seized the opportunity to advance its claims. Both
New Dealers and Old Guard recognized that something had to be

done to meet the farm crisis. The 1936 farm law had proven unwork-
able, for not enough farmers would co-operate voluntarily to limit

production. The South staggered under an eighteen-million-baJe crop

which drove cotton prices down, and wheat growers faced a new glut.

^Bascom Timmons, Gamer of Texas (New York, 1948), p. 220. See Robert
Burke, Olson*s New Deal for California (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1953), p.

89.

® Walter Galenson, “The Unionization of the American Steel Industry,”
International Review of Social History, I, (1956), 36-37.

s The New York Times, December 16, 22, 1937; H. Styles Bridges to Bailey,
November 29, 1937, Bailey MSS., Person^ File.
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rural pressure groups cried for larger and larger bounties^ the ad-

nistration began to fear it had created a Frankenstein monster. The
tton South, strong in the councils of the Democratic party, pressed

r unlimited production and higher subsidies, with the inevitable sur-

ises to be dumped overseas. Wallace continued to resist such pro-

sals. Like Joseph of the Old Testament, he hoped to create an
ir-normal granary by storing surpluses when yields were good and
tributing them in lean years.^^

After fighting off the more extravagant demands of farm lobby-

j. Congress, in February, 1938, passed a new AAA statute which
i^e the farm bloc most of what it wanted. The act made a start

vard an ever-normal granary, established soil conservation as a per-

inent program, authorized crop loans, offered crop insurance for

teat to give better protection against drought, and empowered the

cretary of Agriculture to assign national acreage allotments and
Dsidies to staple farmers. These new grants of authority, protested

uator McNary, made “the Secretary of Agriculture the autocrat of

5 breakfast table.” A month lata:, farmers filed into grange halls and
ing stations to ballot on the first AAA referendums under the 1938

:. Cotton farmers approved a compulsory marketing quota by the

jsided tally of 1,189,000 to 97,000; dark-tobacco growers, 38,000 to

)00; flue-cured growers, 213,000 to 34,000.^^^

Still the surpluses mounted. Late in 1938 Wallace told the cabinet

th unconscious irony that if the country had another good crop

Id in 1939, “we would be sunk.”^^ Even Wallace was forced to

ree to export subsidies. From August, 1938, to December, 1939, the

lited States dumped 128,200,000 bushels of wheat abroad, during

Joseph S. Davis, ‘The Economics of the Ever-Normal Granary,” Journal
Farm Economics^ XX (1938), 8—21; discussion by Mordecai Ezekiel, ibid.y

-23; T.R.B., “Washington Notes,” New Republic, XCII (1937), 186-187.
5 idea of the ever-normal granary came to Wallace in part from reading
Columbia dissertation on Confucian economics written by a Chinese student,

lis Bean, COHG, p. 150.

'^Congressional Record, 75th Gong., 3d Sess., February 14, 1938, p. 1870;
in Albertson, Roosevelfs Farmer (New York, 1961), pp. 109—117; Philip

ck, “The Soil and the Law,” Journal of Farm Economics, XX (1938), 629-
; Wallace’s Farmer, LXIII (1938), 152, 161; Time, XXXI (March 21,

18), 17; Charles Hairdin, “The Tobacco Progrmn: Exception or Portent?”
\mal of Farm Economics, XXVIII (1946), 920-937.
^ Harold Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold Ickes (3 vols.. New York, 1954),
501.
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the summer of 1939 at a loss of fifty cents on every bushel. It paid

cotton growers an export subsidy of $7.50 a bale, and even con-

cluded a barter deal with Britain to dispose of surplus cotton. All to

no avail. In 1939, after six years of AAA subsidies to cut back produc-

tion, the cotton carryover was three million bales greater than in 1932.

Only the war rescued the New Deal farm program from disaster.^®

Roosevelt went to Warm Springs late in March, 1938, an anxious

man. The recession, now in its seventh month, had thrown four mil-

lion people out of work; steel had lost two-thirds of its business; and

the Federal Resarve Board index had fallen to 79, only ten points

higher than it had been in 1932. When Roosevelt met with business-

men, they had little to offer; as late as mid-April, Business Week

argued that, rather than resort to government spending, “it would

be infinitely better for us ... to rattle along as we are for a few

months, and let the upward restoration come in the slow and hard

way, by a r^toraticm of confidence.*^ The President, still unconvinced

by his Keynesian advisers, would not pursue indefinitely a course of

passivity. The hardships people were undergoing were too severe, the

political consequences of hard times too dangerous. Moreover, at the

very time of the Na2d conquest of Austria, the rest of the world was

wondering whether the slump did not demonstrate the incapacity of

the democrad^ to solve their internal problems. On March 25, the

stock market cracked again. Harry Hopkins and Aubrey Williams,

armed with memorandums from Leon Haiderson, sped to Georgia to

try once more to win the President to multibillion-dollar spending.

Tliis time they succeeded. On April 2, Roosevelt, at a lunch with Hop-
kins and Williams, announced he was willing to spend. “Fm awfully

afraid that the cards are all stacked against us,” Morgenthau told his

staff a week later. “They have just stampeded him during the week
I was away. He was completely stampeded. They stampeded him Hke

cattle.”^^

Gilbert Fite, George N. Peek and the Fight for Farm Parity (Norman,
OHa., 1954), p. 300; Guimar Myrdal, An American Dilemma (New York,

1944), pp. 255-256; Eliot Janeway, The Struggle for Survival (New Yor^
1951), pp. 151—152; Carl Schmidt, American Farmers in the World Crisis

(New Yor^ 1941), pp. 157—158. During this same period, the Federal Surplus
Commodities Corporation “dumped” surpluses among America’s poor. Russell
Lord, The, Wallaces of Iowa (Boston, 1947), pp. 470-472; John Blum, From
the Morgenthau Diaries (Boston, 1959), pp. 435^38.

Business Week, Apr. 16, 1938, p. 64; Joseph Alsop and Robert Kintner,
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)n April 14, the President asked Congress to embark on a large-

e lend-spend program. Roosevelt, who had liquidated Ickes’ PWA
le months before, now requested a huge fund for public works.^®

June, Congress, with not much will to resist a President wanting to

id in an election year, voted a $3.75-billion omnibus measure.

A got nearly a billion, and authority to lend millions more; Hop-

i received over $1.4 billion for WPA; and assorted sums ware

ited for low-cost housing, parity payments, FSA, and NYA.
)nce Roosevelt reversed himself on spending, the liberals expected

i he would accept their antimonopoly recommendations too, even

igh the President sidled toward the trust question, as one columnist

sd, “as gingerly as Hoover approached prohibition repeal.” Cohen

Corcoran quickly threw together an antimonopoly prospectus, and

len and Jackson caught the President’s northbound train at At-

a. Before they reached Washington’s Union Station, the President

Lcated he was ready to join the antitrust movement.^® On April 29,

>sevelt asked Congress to vote funds for an investigation of the

centration of economic power. The President’s message came at a

s when several legislators had already filed similar proposals. While

)sevelt apparently envisioned a probe managed solely by the ad-

istration. Congress insisted the inquiry be conducted by a hybrid

imittee composed half of members of Congress and half of rep-

ntatives of federal agencies. After perfunctory debate. Congress

roved the first full-dress scrutiny of the economy since the Pujo

ly of 1912, and the most ambitious the government had ever under-

m.

he dominant figure in the Temporary National Economic Corn-

tee was its chairman. Senator Joseph O’Mahoney of Wyoming.^^

Shall Make America Over,” Saturday Evening Tost, CCXI (November 19,

5), 86; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, p. 421.

Samuel Rosenman (ed.), The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.

'evelt (13 vols., New York, 1938-50), VII, 221—233. The administration also

rsed its policy of credit contraction; the Federal Reserve Board agreed to

T reserve requirements, and the Treastiry desterilized gold,

Raymond Clapper, Watching the World (New York, 1944), p. 129; Al^p
Kintner, “We Shall Make America Over,” p. 86.

David Lynch, The Concentration of Economic Power (New York, 1946),

35—38; Edwin George, “The Personnel of Our National Economic Jury,”

"s Review, XLVI (September, 1938), 8-18. The dynamic executive secre-

of the TNEG, Leon Henderson, soon found his energies diverted to other

mment assignments.
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Although O’Mahoney had a Mountain State liberal’s distrust of

eastern monopoly, he disliked centralized bureaucracy too and sought

“a formula which will set business free from regimentation by both

monopoly and by government.” He readily accepted Walton Ham-
ilton’s adjuration: “Impute no personal blame.”^® Indeed, O’Mahoney

was so anxious to avoid any semblance of an inquisition that the com-

mittee never probed very deeply. O’Mahoney himself conceded: “We
have not been making the headlines because we have been altogether

too dull, sedate and conservative.”^® What conservatives feared would

be a witch hunt served frequently as a public relations forum for

business. Yet, although the TNEG insisted it was not a “grand jury”

concerned with disclosing wrongdoing, inevitably it brought out a

variety of malpractices, notably the operations of the vicious industrial

life insurance business. It also led Congress to amend the patent stat-

utes by pointing a finger at the Hartford-Empire Company which,

through patent rights, controlled two-thirds of the country’s glass-

bottle industry, although it made neither bottles nor a single bottle-

making machine.

The TNEC inquiry ran for almost three years, its public hearings

for eighteen months. Five hundred and fifty-two witnesses produced

thirty-one volumes of testimony, and 188 government economists pre-

pared forty-three monographs under the committee’s supervision. The
TNEC’s shelf of studies brought knowledge of business operations up
to date, but the total yield of the investigation proved disappointing.

The TNEC represented no commitment by Roosevelt to antibigness.

His request for a study served to defer action and, as Moley has writ-

t^ sourly, constituted “the final expression of Roosevelt’s personal in-

decision about what policy his administration ought to follow in its

rdiation with business.” The committee itself dodged the critical ques-

tion of full employment and chose to concentrate on the single issue

O^Mahoney to W. L. Batt, August 1, 1939, O’Mahoney MSS.; Walton
Hamilton, “Memorandum to Assistant Attorney General Arnold,” August 12,

1938, Arnold MSS., Box 1 ; Leon Henderson to F.D.R., March 7, 1939, “TNEG-
Spedal-Important” folder, Henderson MSS., Box 25; Herbert Corey, “O’Ma-
honey Wants Facts—Not Scalps,” Nation^s Business, 30CVI (September, 1938),
15-16, 72-74.

O’Mahoney to Charles Collins, April 17, 1940, O’Mahoney MSS.; Dwight
MacDonald, “The Monopoly Committee—^A Study in Frustration,” American
Scholar, VIII (1939), 299. Cf. T. P. Gore to B. M. Anderson, Jr., July 21,
1938, Gore MSS.
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monopoly. Unwillmg either to tackle the more difficult problems

to make recommendations which might disturb vested interests,

: committee expressed the wistful hope that if it assembled enough

ts, someone would be able to use them to solve the enigma of

sistent unemployment.^®

'.f the TNEC inquiry proved disappointing to the foes of monopoly,

urman Arnold’s tenure as Assistant Attorney General in charge of

Antitrust Division was a pleasant surprise. Roosevelt’s appoint-

nt of the YaJe Law School professor to replace Jackson in March,

>8, was regarded by old trust busters like Senator Borah as a cynical

eptance of the futility of antitrust prosecutions. Industrial combina-

is, Arnold seemed to imply m The Folklore of Capitalism, were a

Lai necessity like houses of prostitution; the antitrust laws were

iety’s way of expressing its disapproval. On pointless antitrust ern-

es, Arnold wrote, “men like Senator Borah founded political ca-

rs.” Yet, as Fred Rodell observed, all that Arnold had stated was

t antitrust laws were a farce; in view of their actual ineffectiveness,

mold’s conclusion would seem more trite than profane or irrev-

nt.”2i

lumold turned out to be the most vigorous trust buster in history,

the next five years, he instituted 44 per cent of all the anti-

nopoly actions undertaken by the Justice Department since the

s^e of the Sherman Act. Under Arnold, the Division’s personnel

w more than fivefold; two years after he took office, he had 190

itrust lawyers, compared to the five in Teddy Roosevelt’s reign. He
lared war on excessively restrictive patents, on monopolistic prac-

s in housing by unions as well as busmess, and on giants like Gen-

l Electric and the Aluminum Company of America. When the

)reme Court ruled that carpenters could use boycotts and other

ices to win jurisdictional disputes, so long as they did not act in

^Raymond Moley, After Seven Years (New York, 1939), p. 376; U.S.

gr^, Senate, Temporary National Economic Committee, Investigation of
centration of Economic Power, Sen. Doc. 35, 77th Cong., 1st Sess. (Wash-
on, 1941); Lynch, Concentration of Power, pp. 229-231, 262-279, 355—

; Robert Brady, Business as a System of Power (New York, 1943) ; Jerome
en, “The Forgotten T.N.E.C.,” Current History, n.s. I (1941), 45-50.

•Thurman Arnold, The Folklore of Capitalism (New Haven, 1937), pp
-208, 217; Fred Rodell, “Arnold: Myth and Trust Buster,” New Republic,

V (1938), 178.

'Thurman Arnold, The Bottlenecks of Business (New York, 1940).
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collusion with businessmen, Arnold felt handcuffed and abandoned

his housing campaign.^® When defense agencies protested that his

prosecutions of firms like General Electric impeded mobilization, much
of his antimonopoly prc^am foundered. Although Arnold gave the

antitrust drive a vigor it had not had at least since the Progressive era,

he could claim few substantive gains.^^

Congress was willing to sanction the Brandeisian antitrust program,

for many legislators had been schooled in the evils of monopoly, but

it had small liking for the Brandeisian undistributed-profits tax. Re-

publicans insisted that the levy had precipitated the “Franklin D.

Roosevelt depression,” while Democrats like Representative Emanuel

Geller of New York thought repeal of the tax would give hard-pressed

businessmen “a word of cheer.” Business Democrats like Bernard

Baruch and Joseph Kennedy won unanticipated support from New
Dealers like Marriner Eccles, who believed the tax had helped cause

the downturn, and Harry Hopkins, who was accused of currying busi-

ness support for the 1940 nomination. One Treasury official told Roo-

sevelt he no longer knew whether he was being shot at by his friends

or his enemies.^® With the administration divided, the “Baruch men”
in the Senate, Pat Harrison and Jimmie Byrnes, were able to push

through a new measure which repealed the undistributed-profits tax

and lowered the levy on capital gains. When Roosevelt threatened a

veto, House conferees managed to restore the unpopular tax in prin-

ciple but little more. The compromise version was still so unpalatable

that the President seriously contemplated vetoing it. In the end, after

scolding Congre^ for adopting a statute which discriminated m favor

of large corporations and the wealthy, he permitted the Revenue Act

of 1938 to become law without his signature.^®

United States v. Hutcheson, 312 U.S. 219 (1941); Maxwell Raddock,
Portrait of an American Labor Leader: William L. Hutcheson (New York, 1955),

pp. 239-250; Robert Christie, Empire in Wood (Ithaca, 1956), pp. 307-316.
24 Corwin Edwards, “Thurman Arnold and the Antitrust Laws,” Political

Science Quarterly, LVIII (1943), 338-355; Time, XXXVI (September 9,

1940), 69-74; Thurman Arnold to William Castleman, January 4, 1940,

Arnold MSS., Box 6; Wendell Berge MS. Diary, passim; I^on Henderson MS.
Diary, Sept. 6, 1940.

25^ndolph Paul, Taxation in the United States (Boston, 1954), pp. 210-

211 ; Josiah Bailey to R. H. Gregory, Jr., February 19, 1938, Bailey MSS., Tax
and Tariff, 1938; Blum, Morgenthau Diaries, p. 442; RosweU Magill to F.D.R.,

memoranda of March 19, April 25, 29, May 19, 1938, FDRL PPF 1820, Box 4.
26 Public Papers, VII, 355—365; Robert Doughton to Ralph HanesJ April 23,



STALEMATE 261

Congress granted the President one final reform^ a federal wages

id hours law, but it required almost ev&cy parliamentary weapon

I the administration’s arsenal to get it through. When the measure

as introduced by Senator Hugo Black in May, 1937, it encountered

tter opposition from southerners who wanted to maintain the “dif-

rential” which enabled them to pay lower wages than other sections.

)uth Carolina’s Cotton Ed Smith, who was reported as saying that a

orker could live comfortably in his state for fifty cents a day, fumed:

^y man on this floor who has sense enough to read the English

nguage knows that the main object of this bill is, by human l^is-

tion, to overcome the splendid gifts of God to the South.” Unmoved
^ such arguments, the Senate approved the bill at the end of July,

part because liberal senators shared Black’s humanitarian senti-

ents, in part because northern businessmen hoped the act would

otect them from southern cheap-labor competitors. The drive for

ages and hours legislation, Walter Lippmann contended, was an at-

apt by northern industrialists to secure an internal protective tar-

;
only this, he wrote, explained the support of the proposal by

nator Henry Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts.^^

By the time the bill reached the House, conservative organizations,

Lving tasted blood in the rejection of the Supreme Court bill, had

ade the defeat of the wages and hours measure their next objective,

le newspaper publisher Frank Gannett’s National Committee to

phold Constitutional Government decried the proposal as a stage in

conspiracy, of which Court packing had been the first step, to win

:itatorial power for President Roosevelt Southern Democrats like

3ward Smith of Virginia, who worked with Gannett’s organization,

ined with Republicans to bottle up the bill in the House Rules

)mmittee.^ It took a determined campaign by its managers to win

ough signatures to a discharge petition to get the bill to the House

or in December, 1937. Here, after having overcome some of the

18, Doughton MSS., Drawer 10; “Statement of Senators Walsh and George,”

ril 22, 1938, David I. Walsh MSS.; Paul, Taxation, pp. 208-220; Roy and
idys Blakey, The Federal Income Tax (New York, 1940),.pp. 436-463.

^‘^Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 7882; New York Herald-

Ihune, August 3, 5, 1937.

Frank Gannett to James Truslow Adams, August 4, 1937, J. T. Adams
IS.; Amos Pinchot to Max Eastman, June 15, 1937, Amos Pinchot MSS.,
ic 60; Howard Smith to Atnos Pinchot, August 13, 1937, Amos Pinchot

IS., Box 62.
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insularity of the southerners, it collided with the parochialism of

organized labor. More concerned with union prerogatives than with

the lot of millions of unprotected workers, Federation leaders like Big

Bill Hutcheson and John Frey forced William Green to oppose the

bill, while John L. Lewis gave only grudging support. On December

17, the House, by a narrow margin, voted to recommit the measure.

In April, 1938, the House Labor Committee reported out a new
version, more acceptable to the A.F. of L., but since it now lacked a

wage differential, southerners once more buried the bill in the Rules

Committee. A year had passed since the measure had first been intro-

duced, and it now seemed unlikely that it would ever be passed.

The tussle over the wages and hours bill came to symbolize a joust

not only of conservatives against liberals, of unionized northern manu-

facturers against southern industrialists, of “labor statesmen” like

Sidney Hillman who supported the measure against Federation spokes-

mm like Green, but, perhaps most important, of southern conserva-

tives like Cotton Ed Smith against southerners of advanced views like

Hugo Black. This clash came sharply into focus in Florida’s senatorial

primary, where Claude Pepper, who favored the wages and hours

legislation, dueled with the anti-New Deal Congressman James Wil-

cox. On May 3, 1938, Pepper, who claimed to represent the thiuking

of the “new” South, scored an overwhelming victory. Three days after

Pepper’s stirring triumph, the discharge petition on the wages and
hours bill was opened for signatures. It took only two hours and

twenty-two minutes to win enough names; the proceedings of the

House were disrupted by congressmen clamoring to sign the “honor

roll.” On May 24, the House passed the wages and hours measure.

By mid-June, managers of the bill had worked out a compromise with

the Senate draft, steered it past threats from both the South and the

A,F. of L., and won approval from both houses for the conference

report. The final version allowed two years to reach the standards of

a forty-cent minimum and forty-hour maximmn; permitted numerous
exemptions; and, in effect, left the question of differentials to the ad-

ministrator of the law. The most memorable provision forbade the

employment of child labor in interstate commerce. On June 25, the

President signed the bill. “That’s that,” he said with a sigh.^^

2® James Bums, Congress on Trial (New York, 1949), pp. 68-82; Paul Doug-
las and Joseph Hackman, “The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 I,” Political

Science Quarterly^ 1111 (1938), 491-515; J. S. Forsythe, “Legislative History
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The Fair Labor Standards Act was a highly unsatisfactory law. So
any exemptions had been written into the measure that at one point

jpresentative Martin Dies filed a satirical amendment; “Within 90

tys after appointment of the Administrator, she shall report to G^n-

ess whether anyone is subject to this bill. . . Each congressman,

en if he approved the purpose of the legislation, first sought to

nire immunity for the industries of his particular district. A Florida

ngressman asked to exempt “persons employed in forestry or in the

king of fish, sea food, and sponges, or in the turpentine industry.^’

it, weak as it was, the law established a foundation on which later

mgresses could build. Even at the time, it forced immediate pay

ises for an impressive number of workers. In 1937, twelve million

iployees in industries affecting interstate commerce earned less than

rty cents an hour; no southern textile hand got that much, and New
igland shoe worka:^ averaged but $853 a year.®®

In the summer of 1938, the economy b^an to show signs of im-

ovement. At Bowling Green, Kentucky, in July, Roosevelt crowed;

Ve are again on our way.”®^ Yet the gains came painfully slowly,

^en when productivity and national income rose, the number of un-

iployed remained exasperatingly high. In 1937, Harry Hopkins had
dared it “reasonable to expect a probable minimum of 4,000,000 to

100,000 unemployed even in future 'prosperity* periods,*’ atid by
39 many had come to conclude that Hopkins was right—that mil-

ns of jobless would never find jobs again, not even if “recovery”

is finally achieved. Fiorello La Guardia confided his anxiety about

e unemployment situation to Senator Byrnes ; “I believe we can start

L common ground, and that is, that instead of considering the situ-

Lon as an emergency, we accept the inevitable, that we are now in

new normal.*’®® Ten years after the Wall Street crash, there were
11 nine million without work.

the Fair Labor Standards Act,” Law and Contemporary Problems, VI
539), 464-^90.
^®Bums, Congress on Trial, p. 77; O. R. Altman, “Second and Third Ses^

ns of the Seventy-fifth Congress, 1937-38,” American Political Science Re-
w, XXXII (1938), 1105; Jerry Voorhis, Confessions of a Congressman
arden City, N.Y., 1948), p. 88.

Louisville Courier-Journal, July 9, 1938.

Harry Hopkins, “The Future of ReHef,” New RepubUc, XC (1937), 8;
bert Burke, Olson^s New Deal for California (Berkeley and Los Angdes,

53), pp. 12, 89; Fiorello La Guardia to James Byrnes, April 5, 1939, La
ardia MSS.
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While Roosevelt had broken with the budget-balancers and resumed

spending, he still had not embarked on the kind of massive spending

which the Keynesians called for. He seems to have been even less

impressed with Keynes than the British economist was with the Presi-

dent’s grasp of economics, and at no point did he, in fact, embrace

Keynesianism.^^ “It is not clear,’’ reflected Keynes’s official biographer,

“that he acted on the principle that it was the deficit, rather than the

public works themselves, that was the potent agency in reducing un-

employment.” Roosevelt trusted in common sense and in finding a

middle way between extremes. These attitudes were often sources of

strength, but in this instance they proved disadvantageous. Total com-

mitment was required, and total commitment he would not give.®^

The Keynesian formula for gaining prosperity by deliberately creating

huge deficits year- after year seemed to d^y common sense. Roosevelt

was willing to countenance limited, emagency spending, but halfway

measures of this sort antagonized business and added to the public

debt without giving a real fillip to the economy.®®

^^New Republic, CXIV (1938), 345-346; Leon Henderson to Harry Hop-
kins, June 9, 1938, James Roosevelt MSS., Box 36. Although accoimts vary,

most confirm Frances Perkins’ report that Roosevelt complained that Keynes,

who had “left a whole rigamarole of figures,” seemed more a mathematician

than a political economist, and that Keynes had confided that he had “supposed

the President was more literate, economically speaking.” Frances Perkins, The
Roosevelt I Knew (New York, 1946), pp. 225—226; Alvin Johnson, Ptoneer*s

Progress (New York, 1952), p. 244. But see F.DR. to Felix Frankfurter, June
11, 1934, FDRL PPF 140; Rexford Tugwell, The Democratic Roosevelt (Gar-

den City, N.Y., 1957), p. 375.

3^R. F. Harrod, The Life of John Maynard Keynes (New York, 1951), p.

449; James Bums, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox (New York, 1956), pp.
330-336. Bums speculates: “If Roosevelt had urged spending programs on
Congress rather than the court plan and certain reform measures in 1937, he
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fed, and ill-clothed and achieved substantial re-employment.” Ibid,, p. 331.
35 The timidity of New Deal fiscal policy is examined in E. Cary Brown,

“Fiscal Policy in the ’Thirties: A Reappraisal,” American Economic Review,
XLVI (1956), 857-879. Cf. Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers, pp. 182—183, 311, 317;
Tugwell, Roosevelt, p. 374; Seymour Harris (ed.). The New Economics (New
York, 1947), pp. 17—19. It has been argued that since Keynes’s major work did
not appear until 1936, it is unreasonable to expect Roosevelt to have pursued
Keynesian policies as early as 1937. In fact, many in Washington were familiar

with Keynesian doctrine in a general way, if not in specific detail, before 1937,
and they pressed their views vigorously on the President. But the demand for a
balanced budget had far wider support ; one poll revealed that even a majority
of reliefers favored a cutback in federal spending. Under the circumstances, it is

understandable, albeit regrettable, that Roosevelt did not take up the new
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The sluggishness of the economy stripped the New Dealers of much
f their self-confidence. The recession demonstrated that they had

one nothing far-reaching enough to change the cyclical character of

le economy, yet they recoiled from the thought of more drastic ae-

on. The resort to the old panacea of antimonopoly crusades seemed

) men like Adolf Berle to be entering a plea of intellectual bank-

iptcy. When Berle resigned as Assistant Secretary of State in the

immer of 1938, he charged that Robert Jackson was “working on

le progressive thesis of the nineties, which was old in the time of

IcKinley,” and underscored the need for original economic thinking.

Unless the government nationalizes great blocks of industry,” Berle

ad pointed out that spring, “reliance must be had on at least seven

mes as much private activity as government activity.”^® No one con-

implated nationalization, yet it was not clear how government could

et private business to take over. Business confidence had been badly

laken by the depression and by the challenge to its prerogatives

:om government and labor; no embryonic industry like radios or

utomobiles had emerged to spark a new wave of business expansion,

usiness publicists disputed the view that the country had reached a

ate of “stagnation,” but their protests were so vocal because this

^as precisely what many businessmen themselves deeply believed. Roo-

ivelt neither embraced a bold program of national planning which

^ould assume some of the traditional business prerogatives to decide

ow funds would be invested nor could he devise a way to revive

rivate initiative. Alvin Hansen queried: “Has the government inter-

ention, made inevitable by the distress incident to vast imemploy-

lent, created a hybrid society, half-free and half-r^imented, which
annot operate at full employment By the end of 1938, even its

ipporters sensed that much of the impetus of the New Deal had
ied.“

[^onomics. The President’s reluctance to abandon the economic beliefs of a
|

fetime, ideas which most of the country shared, is less remarkable than the
isiliency he did show in adapting himself to new ways of thinking.
36 Berle to F.DR., August 16, 1938; Berle, Memorandum to the President,

pril 18, 1938, FDRL PPF 1306.
37 Hansen, Full Recovery or Stagnation? (New York, 1938), p. 8. Hansen’s
oswer was that public investment was not only compatible with private de-
slopment but indispensable to the economy in an era of stationary population!

j

Fortune Round Table,” Fortune, XX (October, 1939), 113. J

33 ‘T am hanging on to the principles of the New Deal,” said one Akron
j
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For the New Dealers, 1938 was a discouraging year. They had

scored some successes in Congress, a surprising number given the

strength of the bipartisan conservative coalition, but they had suf-

fered some mean setbacks too. The rebuffs would have been hard to

take under any circumstance, but what exasperated the New Dealers

most was the sense that Congress did not reflect the sentiments of the

country, and that many Democrats had won office on Roosevelt’s

popularity only to knife him as soon as the returns were counted. By

the end of 1937, Harry Hopkins had pulled together a council of

liberals, including Corcoran, Ickes, and the President’s son and sec-

retary James Roosevelt, to explore the possibility of purging the party

of its conservatives. Dubbed the “elimination committee,” they wished

not only to discipline party irregularity but to assure liberal control

of the 1940 Democratic convention.

When in January, 1938, Representative Lister Hill, an ardent New
Dealer, won an impressive victory in the Democratic senatorial pri-

mary in Alabama over the conservative demagogue, Tom Heflin, the

New Dealers were encouraged to intervene in the Florida primary.

On February 6, in Palm Beach, Jimmy Roosevelt announced the ad-

ministration’s support of Claude Pepper.^ When Pepper scored his

smashing triumph, the “White House Janizaries,” as Hugh Johnson

called them, felt emboldened to undatake a full-scale campaign

against the party’s conservatives. Roosevelt neither committed himself

to the “purge” nor restrained his lieutenants from carrying it out. He
gave Senator James Pope of Idaho a note of commendation, wrote

Senator McAdoo a “Dear Mac” letter, told his aides to work for the

re-election of the Senate Majority Leader, Alben Barkley, but refused

worker, ‘*bnt I really know that it won’t solve our problems.” Alfred Winslow
Jones, Life, Liberty, and Property (Philadelphia, 1941), pp. 271-272. Bernard
De Voto wrote: "The New Deal is just obscene and there is nothing else.”

De Voto to Garrett Mattingly, June 15, 1938, De Voto MSS., Box 2. Some
writers have suggested that Roosevelt sacrificed domestic reform because he
needed to win conservative southern Democratic votes for his foreign policy.

Little evidence has been cited for this view. The New Deal seems to have sput-

tered out for quite other reasons.

J. B. Shannon, “Presidential Politics in the South: 1938, I,” Journal of
Politics, I (1939), 150; Joseph Keenan to James Roosevelt, December 11, 1937,

James Roosevelt MSS., Box 12 ; Bibb Graves to F.DR., January 4, 1938, FDRL
OF 300, Box 10; The New York Times, February 7, 1938. Gf. J. Mark Wilcox
to FJ).R., February 7, 19^38, FDRL OF 300 (Florida).
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join the vendetta against foes of the New Deal.*^

On June 24, the President, out of patience with party conservatives

d perhaps nettled by the victory of the anti-New Deal Senator

ly Gillette in Iowa, broke his idlence. He denounced the ^‘Copper-

ads’* in the party, and claimed the right to intervene in elections

Lerever there was a dear issue of principle.'*^ Roosevelt followed up
s fireside chat by barnstorming the country. Under a burning sky

Kentucky’s Latonia Race Track, he backed Senator Barkley over

opponent Happy Chandler. In Oklahoma he gave a pat to Senator

mer Thomas. The victories of both Barkley and Thomas were

inted as triumphs for the Old Campaigner, although the President’s

luence, at least in Kentucky, was negligible.^^

The rest of Roosevelt’s trip was a disaster. Chary of opposing in-

mbents he felt he could not lick, he ducked fights with men like

t McCarran in Nevada and Alva Adams in Colorado.^^ Not until

reached Georgia, on his way home, did he feel confident enough to

dde a major opponent. On August 11, in Bamesville, he declared

ir on Senator Walter George; on most public questions, the Presi-

nt stated, he and George did “not speak the same language.”^

South Carolina, he fired a shot at Senator Cotton Ed Smith. In

aryland, he and his aides attempted to unseat Senator Millard

dings. Even Jim Farley, who harbored doubts about the purge, ap-

Dved the sortie against Tydings, who had opposed the NRA, AAA,

toF.D.R. to Pope, February 22, 1938, FDRL PPF 5209; F.D.R. to McAdoo,
LTch 16, 1938, FDRL PPF 308; Ickes, Diary, II, 342.

Public Papers, VII, 391-400.
Ibid., p. 438; Louisville Courier-Journal, July 9, 1938; August 7-9, 1938;

[emorandum for Senator Barkley from Mr. John L. Lewis,” June 6, 1938,

rkley MSS., Politics-Primary, Senate, Barkley-Chandler; J. B. Shannon,
residential Politics,” pp. IGfli—169; “40 Years a Legislator,” p. 423, Elmer
omas MSS. Mrs. Chandler announced she hoped the Governor would quit

itics. “You know, you can’t make money in politics, especially when you’re a
chopathic case of honesty such as Happy is.” Louisville Courier-Journal,

gust 9, 1938.

Roosevelt did give a nod of approval to the liberal San Antonio Gongress-

n Maury Maverick, but Maverick went down to defeat. Ickes, Diary, II, 421

;

Lverick to O. G. Villard, August 8, 1938, Villard MSS.
Public Papers, VII, 469. In late March at Gainesville, Roosevelt had

ored George, and denounced the feudal system of the South. “When you
ne down to it,” remarked the President, “there is little difference between the

dal system and the Fascist system. If you believe in the one, you lean to the

ler.” Ibid., p. 168.
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TVA, the Wagner Act, and the Court bill. Roosevelt was beaten in

Georgia. He was beaten in South Carolina. He was beg-ten in Mary-

land. Only in New York City, where the administration purged the

conservative chairman of the House Rules Committee, John O’Con-

nor, was an anti-New Dealer ousted. O’Connor’s removal, Roosevelt

insisted, made the whole effort worthwhile. “Harvard,” he said, “lost

the schedule but won the Yale game.” But no one doubted that Roo-

sevelt had, in fact, suffered a humiliating drubbing. Some even be-

lieved that only Roosevelt’s inta:vention had saved Cotton Ed Smith

from defeat in South Carolina.'*®

Roosevelt had hoped that, by distinguishing between liberal and

conservative representatives, he could win popular support for the

creation of a liberal Democratic party. Unhappily, ideological issues

that seemed clear in Washington blurred in South Carolina. When
Cotton Ed Smith waged a white-supremacy campaign, the New Deal’s

candidate. Governor Clin Johnston, replied in kind. “Why, Ed Smith

voted for a bill that would permit a big buck Nigger to sit by your

wife or sister on a railroad train,” the Governor cried.*® While the

C.I.O. backed Johnston, both the A.F. of L. and the Railroad Brother-

hoods supported Smith. Only South Carolina’s conservatives saw the

same implications in the race that the New Dealers did. A violently

anti-New Deal editor wrote r “As for old Smith, monstrous wind-bag,

he has been invaluable—we have used him for the imdoing of Blease

and now of Roosevelt who is an edition de luxe of Blease.”*’^ But

liberalism and conservatism became confused in an encounter which

pitched the might of the federal machine against the State House

crowd, a contest in which each candidate sought to outdo the other

in whipping up race hatred. In the end. Smith won by splitting the

vote of the millhands. “It takes a long, long time,” the President

commented wearily, “to bring the past up to the present”*®

The New Dealers had attempted to nationalize the party institution,

to transform a decentralized party, responsible only to a local elec-

^ Breckinridge Long MS. Diary, August 22, 1988; Report of “The Group,”
September 12, 1988, FDRL OF 800 (Maryland), Box 86; Time, XXXII (Oc-
toW 3, 1988), 9; F.D.R. to James H. Fay, September 23, 1938, FDRL PPF
5588.

^The New York Times, August 23, 1988.
W. W. BaU to “Sara,” September 2, 1938, Ball MSS.
J. B. Shannon, “Presidential Politics in the South: 1988, II,” Journal of

Politici, I (1989), 289.
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ite, mtx> an organization responsive to the will of the national party

ier and the interests of a national electorate,^® But in the primaries,

>sevelt faced not “the people” but the enrolled Democratic voters,

L the President could not shake the local loyalties party voters had

ihe national figures from their states. Newspapers played on states’

Its sensitivities with editorials bearing titles like “Marching

rough Georgia!” or “Upon What Meat Doth This, Our Caesar,

d?” In Maryland, Tydings shrewdly refused to be drawn into a

ate on his conservative record, and instead denounced federal car-

bakers for invading the Free State of Maryland. “Maryland will

permit her star in the flag to be ‘purged’ from the constellation

:he states,” Tydings proclaimed.®®

n deciding to intervene in “local” elections, the President placed

iself on what seemed the wrong side of a “moral” question. The
rd “purge,” which quickly became a generic term for Roosevelt’s

5 in the 1938 primaries, summoned up images of the bloody ex-

nination of Roehm and other Nazi leaders by Hitler in 1934. That

uner, as the Czech crisis built toward the showdown at Munich, it

> easy to represent Roosevelt’s move as the act of a man with the

le unquenchable appetite for power that possessed the European

tators.

rhe purge heightened fears that Hopkins was using the WPA to

Id a national political machine. During the campaign, his lieuten-

, Aubrey Williams allegedly urged WPA workers to vote to

iep our friends in power.” Hopkins himself asked lowans to oust

lator Gillette. In states like Pennsylvania, Democrats shamelessly

Icted defenseless relief workers and maced federal employees.®^ Yet

vas not true that Hopkins had a national machine. Frequently, New

® It is even possible that Roosevelt thought of the purge as the first step

ard creating the nucleus for a future liberal party. Thomas Stokes, Chip Off
Shoulder (Princeton, 1940), p. 504.

^ Raymond Clapper, “Roosevelt Tries the Primaries,” Current History.

rX (1938), 16; The New York Times, August 22, 1938. It is also true that

purge was maladroitly handled, and executed in an amateurish and only

‘-committed fashion. Neither George’s nor Tydings’ opponents entered the

3 until the incumbents had already pre-empted many of the Roosevelt

kers.

^ The New York Times, June 29, 1938.
2 Richard Keller, “Pennsylvania’s Little New Deal” (unpublished Ph.D.

ertation, Columbia University, 1960), pp. 226-227, 307. 314-315, 348-350;
id I. Walsh to Rev. Francis X. Talbot, December 2, 1938, Walsh MSS.
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Deal opponents controlled the local WPA organization, and, evai

when they did not, rehefeis generally voted as they pleased. In Sioux

City, where there were four thousand WPA clients, Gillette’s opponent

polled only three hundred votes. Although Roosevelt was not so pris-

tine a politician as to fire relief recipients on the eve of an election,

he often moved vigorously when he learned of corruption in welfare

machinery, as in 1935, when he ordered Hopkins to remove the

Democratic governor of Ohio, Martin Davey, from all connection with

the administration of federal relief. Moreover, the cry of “Keq) the

WPA out of politics” frequently meant that Republicans wanted to

be free to use county courthouse machines for campaign fimds and

votes, but deny the Democrats the right to counter.

The most damaging shot fired against Hopkins came not from a

Republican but from a New Deal sympathizer, the Scripps-Howard

writer, Tom Stokes. In a series of eight articles, Stokes charged that

Barkley was manipulating the WPA in Kentucky to defeat Chandler.

Although Hopkins denied all but two of the twenty-two counts, the

accusation was well founded.®* WPA corruption proved insignificant

in the race, and there was no correlation between WPA rolls and the

Barkley vote, but it provided the occasion for a Senate investigation

into the Kentucky contest®^ Out of this probe came the so-called

Hatch Act of 1939, which b^an as a measure to ban the exploitaticm

of reliefers in campaigns but ended as an omnibus law to prohibit any

political activity by federal employees. The Hatch Act weakened the

hold of factions of federal office holders on the Democratic party, and

permitted other groups—^local bosses, rural conservatives entrenched

in state legislatures, or labor unions—to deal themselves into a share of

contrc^.*®

Stokes, Chip Off My Shoulder, pp. 534-536; Louisville Courier-Journal,

July 1, 1933; Ernest Rowe, District Director, WPA, to George Goodman, State

Administrator, June 16, 1938. An accompanying report reads: “We have a
splendid organization in this county and the WPA is giving 100% coopera-

tion. . . See also Gk)odman to Alben Barkley, May 26, 1938, Barkley MSS.,
Politics—Primary, Senate, Barkley-Chandler,

J. B. Shannon, “Presidential Politics in the South: 1938, I,” pp. 166-170.

®5Bascom Timmons, Gamer of Texas (New York, 1948), p. 259; Burke,

Olson, p. 140; Elmer Schattschneider, Party Government (New York, 1942),

pp. 166—168. Despite the enormous sums that passed through the hands of the

New Dealers, no corruption was ever traced back to any national New Deal
administrator. The New Deal, as Roosevelt proudly claimed, had “no Teapot
Dome.” PuhUc Papers, V, 484.
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The Roosevelt coalition received another heavy blow in the Novem-
Der, 19383 elections. Republicans picked up eighty-one seats in the

BLouse, won eight in the Senate, and captured a net of thirteen gov-

anorships. Although the G.O.P. polled only 47 per cent of the House

^ote compared to 48.6 for the Democrats, it made a decided gain

)ver its 39.6 per cent showing in 1936. The “New Faces” movement
n the Republican party introduced Robert Taft as the new senator

rom Ohio, John Bricker as governor of that state, and the thirty-one-

7ear-old Harold Stassen as governor of Minnesota. In New York, the

70ung racket-buster Thomas Dewey narrowly missed ousting Governor

Herbert Lehman. Some of the most prominent liberal governors

—

^rank Murphy in Michigan, Elmer Benson in Minnesota, and Philip

L,a Follette in Wisconsin—^went down to defeat. It was the recession,

nore than any other issue that hurt the Dembcrats.^ On Election

Oay, millions of jobless men and women still walked the streets,

rhe low price of wheat and com turned Midwestern farm votes

Jgainst the Democrats. Irritated at relief spending and alarmed by

he burgeoning power of labor, many middle-class voters lost confi-

ience too in the administration’s ability to restore prosperity.®’^

It is by no means clear that the 1938 elections marked a rejection

>f the New Deal. Despite their gains, the Republicans lost twenty-four

)f the thirty-two Senate contests. Moreover, they proved wary of de-

5® A defeated Pennsylvania Democratic congressman, asked to explain the

jart/s ill fortunes, responded : “The main reason is the Democrats thus far have
ailed in their major obj'ective. The New Deal was set up not only to arrest the

lepression but to lay the foundation for permanent recovery. The prosperity for

vhich the American people have been yearning for more than a decade has

ailed to make its appearance. It is still around the comer. Truly has it been
aid, ‘The Republicans wrecked the Goimtry and the Democrats are at a stale-

mate with reference to the problem of recovery and reconstmction.* ” Charles R.
i^ckert to James A. Farley, February 2, 1939, Joseph O’Mahoney MSS. Cf.

'’rank Murphy to James A. Farley, December 7, 1938, FDRL OF 300, Election

'orecasts (Michigan) ; “Confidential Memorandum,” David I. Walsh to

jlifton Carberry, November 10, 1938, Walsh MSS.; Wesley Clark, Economic
ispects of a Presidents Popularity (Philadelphia, 1943); Philip La Follette,

llmer Benson, and Frank Murphy, “Why We Lost,” The Nation^ CXLVII
1938), 586-590.

®^The issue of local corruption cost the Democrats in Pennsylvania, New
ersey, and Massachusetts. The party was also badly damaged by the division in

abor, particularly by the conservative orientation of the A.F. of L. William
Jreen backed the reactionary Republican Senator James Davis in Pennsylvania

md the conservative Governor Frank Merriam in California, and boasted of the

federation’s role in unseating the liberal Maury Maverick in Texas.
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manding outright reva:^ of Roosevelt policies. The liberals scored

some striking triumphs, notably in California, where the progressive

Culbert Olson, pledged to free Tom Mooney, ousted Republican

Governor Frank Merriam by a convincing 221,000-vote margin. The

elections also revealed new sources of Democratic strei^th—^among

lower-income groups, especially union labor, and Negroes, Italians,

and Pol^.®®

Yet the consequences of the elections were disastrous for the New
Dealers. Without enough leverage to carry the President’s program

through Congress before November, they now faced the prospect of

a greatly strengthened Republican-conservative Democratic coalition.

The G.O.P. had been resuscitated as a national power. Roosevelt’s

political career seemed all but ended. The 1938 outcome, wrote the

usually astute newspaperman Raymond Clapper, showed “clearly, I

think, that President Roosevelt could not run for a third term even if

he so desired.”®®

As Roosevelt’s power waned, Congress began to handle him more

roughly. Since he was not expected to run again in 1940, congressmen

no longer had anything to fear, nor, since they could not ride on his

coattails next time, and since he had less patronage left to dispense,

did they have much to hope. As ardent a New Deal senator as Mon-

tana’s James Murray could exclaim in a moment of pique over

factional politics: “There was a time when I would have bled and

died for him, but in view of the way he has been acting I don’t want

to have any more dealings with him and I just intend to stay away

from him and he can do as he pleases.”®®

Through 1938, conservatives had fought chiefly a defensive war

against the expansion of the New Deal. “For God sakes, don’t send us

any more controversial legislation,” a group of congressmen asked in

the spring of 1938,®^ By 1939, Congress was moving aggressively to

dismantle the New Deal. It slashed relief appropriations, killed Roo-

Burke, Olson

,

pp. 23-35; Samuel McSeveney, “The Michigan Gubernatorial
Campaign of 1938,” Michigan History

,

XLV (1961), 122—127; Henry Morrow
Hyde MS. Diary, January 29, 1939.

Raymond Clapper, “Return of the Two-Party System,” Current History,

XLIX (December, 1938), 14.

59 John Chamberlain, The Arnerican Stakes (Philadelphia, 1940), pp. 76-79;
James Murray to Hugh Daly, March 23, 1939, Murray MSS.

51 Memo to Stephen Early, April 6, 1938, FDRL PPF 3458.
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sevelt appointments, and, in a deliberate slap at the Keynesians,

eliminated what was left of the undistributed-profits tax. Faced by

the need to make concessions, Roosevelt threw his opponents some of

his least popular experiments. On June 30, 1939, the Fedaral Theatre

Project died without a fight. While departments with powerful pres-

sure groups massed behind them held their own—“the silly Cor^ress

gave me three hundred million more than I wanted for farm sub-

sidies,” Roosevelt wrote in 1939—^agencies with weak constituencies

were snuffed out.^^

The more successful the New Deal was, the more it undid itself.

The more prosperous the country became, the more people returned

to the only values they knew, those associated with an individualistic,

success-oriented society. When the Lynds returned to Munde to study

the impact of the depression on “Middletown,” they conduded that

essentially it had changed nothing at all : “Middletown is overwhelm-

ingly living by the values by which it lived in 1925.^^ The New Dealers

were never able to develop an adequate reform ideology to challenge

the business rhetoricians. During the upturn of 1935-37, conservatives

argued that, since the crisis had passed, reforms were no longer ap-

propriate. When the recession struck, this pl^ had even greater force;

as the nerve of business opposition revived, the old conviction that

business could run the economy with greater effidency than bureau-

crats reappeared.

In the early years of the depression, the nation was united by a

common experience. People felt genuine compassion for the victims

of hard times. By Roosevelt’s second term, as it seemed that the

country might never wholly recover, the burden of the imemployed

62F.D.R. to Joseph Kennedy, August 5, 1939, in Elliott Roosevelt (ed.),

F.D.1?.; His Personal Letters, 1928-1945 (2 vols,. New York, 1950), II, 911;
Emmett Lavery, “Who Killed Federal Theatre?” Commonweal, XXX (1939),
351-352; Floyd Riddick, “First Session of the Seventy-sixth Congress,” Ameri--

can Political Science Review, XXXIII (1939), 1022-1043.
^Robert and Helen Lynd, Middletown in Transition (New York, 1937), p.

489. Farmers, in particular, felt the pull of the twenties. Laetitia Gonard, “Dif-

ferential Depression Effects on Families of Laborers, Farmers, and the Business

Class: A Survey of an Iowa Town,’*' American Journal of Sociology, XLIV
(1939), 526-533. The more the New Deal helped the farmer, the more he
tended to retxim to the Republican party, where he foimd a home for his senti-

ments as a property owner.
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haxi become too exhausting a moral and economic weight to cany.

Those who held jobs or drew income from other sources could hardly

help but feel that the depression had been a Judgment which divided

the saved from the unsaved. Increasingly, the jobless seemed not

merely worthless mendicants but a menacing LumpenproletariaU

America, Harry Hopkins wrote in 1937, had become “bored with the

poor, the unemployed and the insecure.”®^

Yet if the country no longer quickened to the promise of the New
Deal, and had wearied of assaults on business, it still placed more

faith in the Democrats than in the Republican party, and it wanted

none of the Roosevelt reforms undone. Even after the 1938 elections,

the Democrats held more than two-thirds of the Senate and a com-

fortable House majority. Roosevelt pointed out that he was the first

two-term President since Monroe who had not lost control of Congress

before the end of his second term. Moreover, the resurgence of the

G.O.P. cut two ways. If it magnified the President’s dependence on

old-line Democratic support, it also meant that conservative Demo-

crats needed to unite with the New Dealers to stave off defeat in 1940.

Ambitious party leaders knew that no Democrat could be elected

President that year without Roosevelt’s backing.

Roosevelt was willing to mollify congressmen by promising to keep

his bright young men off the hill, but he would not surrender his party

to his adversaries. He gave a fighting Jackson Day speech in 1939;

made a series of liberal appointments—^Harry Hopkins as Secretary

of Commerce, Frank Murphy as Attorney General, Felix Frankfurter

and William Douglas to the Supreme Court—and won from Congress

a modified reorganization act and a liberalization of the social security

law. When irrecondlables attempted to amend the Wagner Act, he

beat them back. If Roosevelt could get little vital legislation through

Congress, and seemed uncertain of his direction, neither could the

conservatives scuttle what had already been achieved. The result was

stalemate.®®

e* Hopkins, “The Future of ReKef,” New Republic, XC (1937), 8-9.

Ernest Lindley, “The New Congress,” Current History, XLIX (February,

1939), 15—17; Bums, Roosevelt, 367-368* Ickes, Diary, II, 531; John Coffee to

F.D.R., January 25, 1939, FDRL PPF 2581,



CHAPTER 12

The Fascist Challenge

[
N THE late IQSO’s^ liberal democracy experienced one of its sorriest

hours. Palsied by fear of war and by internal divisions, the western

>owers watched passively as the Naizis annihilated the republics of

Central Europe. Unable to solve the riddle of imemployment, the

LJnited States writhed under the taunts of dictators who claimed they

lad provided both guns and butter. Fascism had little appeal for most

Americans, but as the shadow of depression lengthened, as the streets

)f Vienna and Prague echoed to the marching boots of fascism trium-

phant, it was not always possible to overcome the cold fear that de-

nocracy might fail, that fascism might hold the key to the future.

Americans scanned the horizon for portents of fascism in this country,

ind many were not comforted by what they saw. The success of Huey
Long seemed evidence that fascism could come from within, not

hrough a coup (Fetat, but with the acquiescence of the people.^ Others

;aw fascism in the social order of the South, in the company towns, in

he violence industrialists employed against unions, in the suppression

>f civil liberties by local tyrants like Jersey City’s Mayor Frank Hague.

‘As soon as they begin to shout about ‘free speech’ and ‘free press’ and

civil rights,’ I know they are Communists,” Hague fumed. “They are

^One writer noted: “Kingfish may be the Mississippi valley rendering of II

)uce.” Forrest Davis, Huey Long (New York, 1935), p. 286. “In Huey Long
vas a potential American Hitler,” wrote another. “I say that advisedly. I knew
he man.” Thomas Stokes, Chip Off My Shoulder (Princeton, 1940), p. 399.

375
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not really fighting for rights, but raising this cry as a subterfuge.”^

In retrospect, we can see that Americans fretted too much about the

danger of fascism in the thirties. Long no doubt constituted a menace,

but he was hardly a fascist.^ Yet fascism did muster a disturbing amount

of support. Anti-Semites flocked into organizations like William Dudley

Pelley’s Silver Shirts—the initials aped those of Hitler’s S.S.—^which

claimed to represent “the cream, the head and flower of our Protestant

Christian manhood.” Pelley, obsessed with the phantasm of an inter-

national Jewish conspiracy, even warned against the “half-Jew” Alfred

E. Schmidt. In 1938, Gerald Winrod, a fundamentalist evangelist who

blamed “the international Jew” for “the scourge of international com-

munism,” polled 53,000 votes in the Republican senatorial primary in

Kansas.^ In February, 1939, 22,000 members and sympathizers of the

German-American Bund packed Madison Square Garden.® The coun-

try found Sinclair Lewis’s ironically titled It Can’t Happen Here an

unsettling anticipation that it could; Buzz Windrip, an amalgam of

Huey Long and Gerald Winrod, suggested that America could manu-

facture its own native-born Hitlers.

Spawned by the anxieties of a depression that it seemed might never

end, many of the hate groups took a particularly ugly character. When
Detroit police investigated a ritual slaying in 1936, they uncovered a

2 Frederic Howe to F.D.R,, June 30, 1936, FDRL PPF 3702 ;
Raymond Gram

Swing, Forerunners of American Fascism (New York, 1935); Jersey Journal,

January 13, 1938. Gf. Dayton McKean, The Boss (Boston, 1940), pp. 227-228.
8 Long himself dismissed the question of what he represented by remarking:

“Oh, hell, say that I’m sui generis and let it go at that.” Forrest Davis, Huey
Long, p. 22. Cf. Louis Hartz, The Liberal Tradition in America (New York,

1955), pp. 275-276; V. O. Key, Jr., Southern Politics (New York, 1949), p.

164.

^Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Politics of Upheaval (Boston, 1960), pp. 80-

81; “Civil Liberties Committee. ‘Silver Shirt* Charges,** Elbert Thomas MSS.,
Box 19; Donald Strong, Organized Anti-Semitism in America (Washington,

1941), pp. 40-56; F.D.R. to William Allen White, June 8, 1938, White MSS.,
Box 324.

5 The New York Times, February 21, 1939; Alson J. Smith, “I Went to a
Nazi Rally,** Christian Century, LVI (1939), 320-322. The Bund appeared to

be more powerful than it was. It attracted so few members and aroused so much
antagonism that the Third Reich severed its ties with this “stupid and noisy**

organization, which it recognized to be a liability. Joachim Remak, “
‘Friends

of the New Germany*: The Bund and German-American Relations,** Journal

of Modern History, XXIX (1937), 38-41; John Hawgood, The Tragedy of

German-America (New York, 1940), pp. 301-308.
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:ret terror group called the Black Legion which intimidated a wide

2a of the industrial Midwest; by 1939, thirteen of its members had re-

ived life sentences fc«: murder.® In New York, young hoodlums roved

bway platforms assaulting Jews; often they would insult a Jewish girl,

ovoking her escort to attack; he would be beaten by the gang. Many
the anti-Semites found a home in the Christian Front, an organiza-

n which flourished in Irish-Catholic neighborhoods in New York and

ston under the paternal eye of Father Coughlin, who had abandoned

>cial justice” for Jew-baiting.'^

The domestic fascists execrated Franklin Roosevelt and the “J^'^

al.” At a camp at Narrowsburg, New York, Christian Fronters en-

ged in rifle practice used a likeness of President Roosevelt’s head as a

"get.® Such attacks only succeeded in rallying much of the nation to

2 Piesident. Yet many Americans, especially conservatives, while in

way accepting the fascist creed, concurred on this one point: that

5 real peril to the country lay not without but within, not in the

gmented power of the Axis but in Roosevelt’s consular ambitions.

The unreasoning suspicion of President Roosevelt reached a point of

ar hysteria in the debate over the reorganization bill in 1938. When
2 proposal to empower the President to reshuiffle agencies in the

terest of efficiency had first been presented early in 1937, it had en-

ndered relatively little controversy, for conservatives from William

Dward Taft to Herbert Hoover had pressed for government renova-

«a.® But by early 1938 the same elements which had fought Court

eking had stamped reorganization as yet another attempt by Roose-

It to subvert democratic institutions.

“Morris Janowitz, “Black Legions on the March,” in Daniel Aaron (ed.)>

nerica in Crisis (New York, 1952), pp. 305—325; Ehner Akers, “A Social-

irchological Interpretation of the Bla^ Legion,” Wagner MSS.
^Dale Kramer, “The American Fascists,” Harper^s, CLXXXI (1940), 384;

J.' Smith, “Father Coughlin’s Platoons,” New Republic, C (1939), 96—97;
tnes Shenton, “Fascism and Father Coughlin,” Wisconsin Magazine of His-

y, XLIV (Autumn, 1960), 6-11; John Roy Carlson, Under Cover (New
>rk, 1943), pp. 54--69; “Christian Front etc.” folder, Fiorello La Guardia
SS.; Leo Lowenthal and Norbert Guterman, Prophets of Deceit (New York,

49) ; Alfred McClung Lee and Elizabeth Briant L.ee, The Fine Art of Propa-

nda (New York, 1939).
® The New York Times, April 9, 1940.

®From the first, however, some congressmen suspected a challenge to their

erogatives. On the origins of the bill, see Louis Brownlow, A Passion for

lonymity (Chicago, 1958), pp. 313—398.



FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL278

A hazy knowledge of the history of the Weimar Republic led to the

conclusion that dictatorships arise from a steady accretion of power to

the Executive, although as a Rhode Island congressman protested: “I

have yet to learn of one case where dictatorship was established because

of a strong Government” “Gennany once had a good government, but,

little by little, they gave all power and authority to their President,” ad-

monished Representative Bert Lord of New York. “If we pass this bill

[Roosevelt] will have powers to correspond to the powers given to

President Hindenburg. Hindenbuig did not become a dictator, but

Hitler did.” Senator Vandenberg conceded that the reorganization bill

was “more sinister as a symbol than as a reality. But we are dreadfully

sensitive these days to symbols—^whether they be fasces or swastikas or

hammers and cycles [^ic] or new blue eagles over the White House.”^®

Some members of Congress genuinely feared a Roosevelt despotism;

others sounded the alarm to cloak resentment at the loss of still more

congressional prerogatives to the President, for the bill would mark a

shift of power from a Congress subject to pressure groups and sectional

interests to a President claiming to speak for the national interest.

Hamilton Fish asked: “Why should Congress continue to surrender and

abdicate its legislative functions to the Chief Executive and leave itself

with no more legislative authority than Gandhi has clothing?”^’- They

particularly objected to the loss of power to the eastern intellectuals

Roosevelt had brought into government. The actual reshuffling. Senator

Wheeler anticipated, would be carried out by “some little fellow,”

“some professor from Dartmouth, or Yale, or Harvard, or Columbia.”

Yet it was the President’s own lieutenants who came to Wheeler’s aid.

Henry Wallace, for one, surmised that “reorganization” would en-

courage incursions from Harold Ickes, who ran his department like a

Chinese warlord who coveted the contiguous lands of other border

ruffians. Wallace, Joseph Eastman of the ICC, and other New Deal

administrators worked with the President’s enemies in Congress to

mutilate the bill.^^

Aime J. Forand to Herbert Claiborne Pell, May 26, 1938, Pell MSS., Box

4; Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 3d Sess., pp. 2813, 4599.

Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 3d Sess., p. A1556. See “Statement of

David I. Walsh on the Reorganization Bill,” March 23, 1938, Walsh MSS.
New York Times, March 9, 1938; Joseph Harris, “The Progress of

Administrative Reorganization in the 75th Congress,” American Political
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Frank Gannett’s National Committee to Upheld Constitutional Gk>v-

mment mobilized a powerful lobby against the measure, and Father

loughlin, who had broken his pledge to retire from the air, stirred up
Catholic anxieties by the baseless charge that the President planned to

^ize all the church schools in the country, although, as Roosevelt plain-

Lvely remarked, “I don’t know what the President of the United States

^as going to do with them when he did grab thenu”^^ Coming at the

ery time Hitler was devouring Austria, such imputations intensified

^orry that Roosevelt was importing European totalitarianism into the

Jnited States. “You talk about dictatorship,” declared Congressman

lharles Eaton. “Why, Mr. Chairman, it is here now. The advance

uard of totalitarianism has enthroned itself in the Government in

Washington. . . Ironically, Coughlin had just come out in favor of

uthoritarian government, while Edward Rumely, secretary of Gan-

ett’s conunittee, worked the fringes of fascist sentiment, Antidemo-

ratic forces succeeded in convincing many Americans that Roosevelt,

i carrying through a routine operation to make democratic govem-
lent more effective, aspired to be a dictator. As in the Weimar Re-

ublic, foes of democracy aroused suspicion of its leaders and cast

emocratic institutions in disrepute.

The tide of fear swept all before it. The Senate approved the re-

rganization bill by the narrowest of margins; even Senator Wagner,

uffeted by thousands of telegrams from conservatives, from Catholic

roups, and from the A.F. of L., voted against the measure.^® On April

,
the House rejected the bill, 204-196; 108 Democrats bolted the Presi-

ent. One of the greatest defections in history, it marked the worst re-

uff Roosevelt was ever to suffer in the House. “Jim,” the President

lid to Farley, “I’ll tell you that I didn’t expect the vote. I can’t under-

cience Review

,

XXXI (1937), 867; Joseph O’Mahoney to Harry Illsley,

larch 30, 1938, O’Mahoney MSS.
^3 Samuel Rosenman (ed.). The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.

'.oosevelt (13 vols., New York, 1938-50), VII, 251; Samuel T. Williamson,

rank Gannett (New York, 1940), pp. 198-205; Gannett to James Truslow

dams, July 22, 1937, Amos Pinchot to F.D.R., July 26, 1937, Adams to

dward Burke, July 30, 1937, J. T. Adams MSS.
Congressional Record, 75lii Cong., 3d Sess., p. 4641.

3^5 Harold Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold Iekes (3 vols.. New York, 1954),

[, 349; William Green to Robert Wagner, March 21, 1938, Wagner MSS.
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Stand it. There wasn’t a chance for anyone to become a dictator under

that bilL”^*^

Nothing divulged the sourish spirit of 1938 better than the creation

of the House Committee on Un-American Activities. The chairman of

the Committee, Texas Democrat Martin Dies, had earlier agitated

to investigate Ogden Mills and the international bankers; now he

drummed the communist menace. Common to both conceptions was

the conviction that the crisis of the thirties had been caused by con-

spiratorial elements whose suppression would quickly restore the nation

to “a normal condition.” In the ninth year of the depression, the coun-

try was half-persuaded that Dies might be right.^’’

When the Dies Committee began hearings in the summer of 1938, it

largely ignored the Nazis, although much of the pressure for the in-

quiry had come from antifascist congressmen, and made itself a forum

for allegations of communist infiltration.^® Dies permitted witnesses to

make unsupported chaiges of the most fantastic character, and rarely

accorded the accused the right to reply. In the first few days, witnesses

branded as ccMnmunistic no less than 640 organizations, 483 newspapers,

and 280 labor unions. One witness implicated in subversion a series of

Roman Catholic organizations, the Boy Scouts, and the Camp Fire

Girls. When a witness made the reasonable point that movie stars, even

Shirley Temple, had been careless in lending their names to com-

munist causes, he opened the committee to ridicule. At a luncheon in

Tacoma, Secretary Ickes sniggered at “a burly Congressman leading a

posse comvtatus in a raid upon Shirley Temple’s nursery to collect her

doUs as evidence of her implication in a Red Plot.”^® The antics of

James A. Farley, Jim Farleys Story (New York, 1948), p. 130.

^’’August Raymond Ogden, The Dies Committee (Washington, 1945), pp.

38-46; William Gellermann, Martin Dies (New York, 1944), pp. 54—64.

Congressmen like Samuel Dickstein and Adolph Sabath had pressed for an
investigation of Nazis. The most formidable opposition to the proposal had
come from Midwestern congressmen, who charged that the probe was aimed
chiefly at Germans. Ogden, Dies Committee, pp. 32-34, 41-45; D. A. Saunders,

*The Dies Conunittee: First Phase,” Public Opinion Quarterly

,

III (1939),
223-238; Samuel Dickstein to FioreUo La Guardia, May 14, 1938, La Guardia
MSS.

Ickes, Diary, II, 455. Some months later, when the director of the Federal

Theatre Project referred in passing to the Elizabethan dramatist Christopher

Marlowe, Representative Joseph Starnes, a committee member, demanded to

know whether Kit Marlowe was a Communist Hallie Flanagan, Arena (New
York, 1940), p. 342.
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1

nesses before the Dies Committee, and the yahooism of some of its

nbers, influenced a whole generation of Americans to dismiss any

•urn about a communist conspiracy as ludicrous.^®

)stensibly nonpartisan, the Dies Committee served the purposes of

se who claimed that the New Deal was a Red stratagem. Repub-

n committee member Noah Mason charged that federal money had

n ‘"generously used to advance the cause of communism in the

ited States,” Shortly before the 1938 elections, testimony stigmatized

ral candidates in several states as pawns of the Communists. Es-

ially damaging were calumnies noised against Governor Frank

rphy of Michigan. Murphy was taxed with working with communist

nents in the C.I.O. and even of “treasonable action” in not using

:e to dislodge sit-down strikers.^’^

teident Roosevelt had little hking for the Dies Committee because

had heard the cry of “Red” raised falsely so often, because he some-

es thought that radicals were moving in the same direction he was,

[ because he had an old-fashioned distaste for public probing into

/ate affairs. Nevertheless, he hoped to avoid an open fight with

s. The assault on Murphy stung him to speak. In a carefully pre-

ed statement, he arraigned the committee for allowing itself to be

d “in a flagrantly unfair and un-American attempt to influence an
:tion.”^^ Dies retorted that the President had been “wholly mis-

>rmed.” A week later, he implied that Ickes had canceled two PWA
jects in his district as a reprisal Queried about this, the President

Donded: “Ho-hum.”^®

lo long as the Communists reviled Roosevelt as a “social fascist,” they

I not won much of a following. Not until they changed their line in

^ Ogden, Dies Committee, pp. 52-66; Saunders, ‘Dies Committee,” pp. 228-

; William Bonsor to John Frey, August 17, 1938, Frey MSS.; Raymond
ndt, “The Dies Committee: An Appraisal,” Atlantic Monthly, CLXV
40), 232-237.

••Mason, “It Is Happening Here,” Proceedings of the National Education
ociation, LXXVII (1939), 64; Ogden, Dies Committee, p. 77.
^ “On the threshold of a vitally important gubernatorial election, they

nitted a disgruntled Republican judge, a discharged Republican City Man-
r and a couple of officious police officers to make lurid charges against

^emor Frank Murphy,” the President declared. Public Papers, VII, 559. See
>mas Greer, What Roosevelt Thought (East Lansing, Midi., 1958), pp.
44.

* Ogden, Dies Committee, p. 81; The New York Times, November 2, 1938.
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1935^ in order to advance the interests of Soviet foreign policy, did they

have any considerable appeal. To entice liberals into a common front

against fascism, the Communists de-emphasized revolutionary dogma

and claimed that they represented twentieth-century Americanism.

The Communist party, said Earl Browder soberly, “is really the only

party entitled by its program and work to designate itself as ‘sons and

daughters of the American Revolution.’

In the “Popular Front” era, the Communists made their greatest

gains. They captured peace groups and youth organizations, infiltrated

church associations, and played a fateful role in third parties in Minne-

sota and New York. Impressed by the zeal of the Communists, con-

vinced that the Soviet Union was a bulwark against Hitler, finding in

the Cause a kind of personal salvation, some intellectuals joined the

party or parroted the party line.^* When John L. Lewis needed a tough

cadre of C.I.O. organizers, he turned to the Communists. By the end of

the decade, the Communists sat in control of more than one-third of

the C.I.O. and had men in key places in national headquarters.^®

Yet what is really impressive is how little allegiance the Communists

won at a time when conditions could hardly have been more pro-

pitious. Many intellectuals—men like John Dewey and Sinclair Lewis

—

spoke out forcefully against therq. Few intellectuals of distinction could

tolerate for long the rigid behavior of party members
;
many were an-

noyed, as Mary McCarthy recalls, by the Communists’ “lack of humor,

their fanaticism, and the slow drip of cant that thickened their utter-

ance, like a nasal catarrh.”^’' Most New Dealers, while they often had a

covert admiration for men who could “go all the way,” found specific

questions of tobacco quotas and utility rates much more absorbing than

Eugene Lyons, The Red Decade (Indianapolis, 1941), p. 173.

Daniel Aaron, Writers on the Left (New York, 1961), pp. 149-396;
Robert Iversen, The Communists and the Schools (New York, 1959), pp. 32-
193,

Max Kampelman, The Communist Party os. the C.I.O. (New York, 1957),

pp. 18—19; Irving Howe and Lewis Coser, The American Communist Party

(Boston, 1957), pp. 368—386. Cf. Julius Emspak, COHC.
Mary McCarthy, “My Confession,” The Reporter, IX (Deconber 22,

1953), 32; Grace Adams, “Comrades, Lay Off!” Harper’s, CLXXVI (1938),
218-220; Stuart Browne, “A Professor Quits the Communist Party,” Harper’s,

CLXXV (1937), 133—142; Iversen, The Communists and the Schools, pp. 194-
223.
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srranean meetings.^® Of the small number of Communists in the

ral government, few held strategic places and fewer still had any

vledge of Soviet espionage. Although they wielded too much power

gencies like the National Labor Relations Board, the Communists

not shape a single piece of legislation, nor did they play a decisive

in any significant administrative policy.

tie brackish discontents of 1938 made enemies of progressives who
once been allies. Wisconan’s Gk>vemor Philip La Follette grumbled

the recession demonstrated the failure of the New Deal’s domestic

Tam, and Senator Bob, his brother, aigued that Roosevelt ^ould

oncentrating not on building battleships but on massive low-cost

dng. At a conference at the University of Wisconsin Live Stock

lion on April 28, 1938, Phil La Follette launched a new national

y, the National Progressives of America. “Make no mistake, this is

a third party,” the Governor told delegates. “As certain as the sun

, we are launching the party of our time.” Typically Midwestern

s view of reform, the party attacked the money power, declared its

^rrence of restricting production, implied that distress was the

It of a flaw in character, and combined a call for public ownership

control of money and credit with a denunciation of “every form of

lling or spoon-feeding the American people.” It reflected too the

Ltionism of the La Follette dynasty. The Western Hemisphere, its

fy foreign policy statement concluded, had been “set aside for the

nate destiny of man. . . . Here it was ordained that man should

k out the final act in the great drama of life. From the Arctic to

>e Horn, let no foreign power trespass.”*®

t a time when neither left nor right seemed certain of its direction,

Follette hoped to create a Center party which would be, as Elmer

is explained, “a Party of National Concentration, the party of

erica.” Yet if liberab were vexed with an indecisive Roosevelt, they

not intend to abandon him for a cranky La Follette. Moreover, they

e disturbed by the steel-helmeted National Guardsmen who “pro*

^ Schlesinger, Politics of Upheaval, pp. 191-197; Joseph L. Rauh, Jr., to

editor, Commentary, XIII (1952), 493-494.

'Donald McCoy, Angry Voices (Lawrence, Kan., 1958), pp. 163-172; The
; York Times, April 29, 1938; Robert Morss Lovett, “April Hopes in Madi-
»» New Republic, XCV (1938), 13; Heywood Broun, “Shoot the Works,”

p. 16; Adolf Berle to F.D.R., April 26, 1938, FDRL PSF 24.
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tected” the Madison conference; by the presentation of La Follette

standing alone on a stark platform like a fascist dictator; and by the

party’s symbol of a red, white, and blue cross and circle, which one

writer called a “circumcized swastika.” The National Progressives made

a poor showing in Iowa and California in 1938, and when Philip La

Follette was trounced in the gubernatorial race in Wisconsin the party

folded.®^

The same suspicion of Roosevelt’s designs that poisoned domestic

politics in 1938 hampered his direction of foreign policy. When, in the

year that Franco’s forces neared final victory in Spain and Nazi tanks

rolled into Austria, Roosevelt sought to rebuild American defenses,

critics hooted that he was trying to cover up domestic failures by em-

broiling the country in foreign adventures. “We Democrats have got

to admit that we are floundering,” declared Maury Maverick. “The

reason for aU this battleship and war frenzy is coming out: we have

pulled all the rabbits out of the hat and there are no more rabbits.”®^

The historian Charles Beard asked: “If we cannot solve even the prob-

lem of putting 10,000,000 of our own citizens to work on the lavish re-

sources right at hand, or have collective security at home, how can we

have the effrontery to assume that we can solve the problems of Asia

and Europe, encrusted in the blood-rust of fifty centuries? Really, little

boys and girls, how can we?”**

The President cautiously explored the possibility of taking the initia-

tive in calling an international conference, but, in part because he was

manacled by the isolationists, he never made firm commitments to

Britain and France in the event of war. “It is always best and safest to

count on nothing from the Americans but words,” Neville Chamberlain

commented. Roosevelt, who could hardly be expected to assume re-

sponsibilities Chamberlain shirked, stressed not collective security but

30 Elmer Davis, “The Wisconsin Brothers: A Study in Partial Eclipse,”

Harper’s, CLXXXVIII (1939), 277; McCoy, Angry Voices, pp. 172-181;
Russ^ Nye, Midwestern Progressive Politics (East Lansing, Mi^., 1951), p.

373.

^^Time, XXXI (March 7, 1938), 13. Cf. John T. Flynn, “Other People’s

Money,” New Republic, XCVII (1938), 17; Charles Beard, “Giddy Minds and
Foreign Quarrels,” Harper*s CL^KIX (1939), 338-351.

32 Beard, “A Reply to Mr. Browder,” New Republic, XCIII (1938), 358-
359.
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ispheric defense. “All signs/’ observed one interviewer^ “point

ne’.”®®

i September, 1938, Europe approached the very edge of war. That

Lth, as tension built in London, in Paris, in Rome, in Prague, the

^erse, as Ellen Glasgow wrote, came to seem like a “vast lunatic

For two decades, men had said that another world war was

nceivable; now it appeared it could come within hours. When word

/ed that a settlement had been reached at Munich, most Americans

a sense of relief. President Roosevelt, who played an inconsequen-

role in the negotiations, confided to Ambassador Phillips: “I want

to know that I am not a bit upset over the final result” Sumner

les declared after the dismembennent of Czechoslovakia that the

Id had the best opportunity in two decades to achieve “a new world

it based upon justice and upon law.”^®

he sense of relief was short-lived. In November, 1938, a young

sh Jewish refugee, Herschel Grynszpan, murdered the third secre-

of the German Embassy in Paris, Ernst vom Rath. In retaliation,

Nazis assaulted Jews in Germany and burned their synagogues; the

:h fined them a billion marks, barred them from high schools and

versifies, and forbade them to attend theaters or concerts or even

Lrive cars, Americans were sickened by the new pogrom. President

wsevelt recalled our ambassador from Berlin for consultation, and

a news conference: “I myself could scarcely believe that such

Lgs could occur in a twentieth century civilization.”®® In a nation-

e broadcast, Herbert Hoover, Harold Ickes, and leaders of various

pous faiths expressed their horror.

Keith Feiling, The Life of Neville Chamberlain (London, 1946), p. 325;
e O’Hare McCormick, “As He Sees Himself,” The New York Times Maga~
, October 16, 1938, p. 19.

Ellen Glasgow to Mrs. Howard Mumford Jones, September 27, 1938,
fgow MSS.
FDR to William Phillips, October 17, 1938, in Elliott Roosevelt (ed.),

.i?,: His Personal Letters, 1928-1945 (2 vols., New York, 1950), II, 818;
artment of State Press Releases, XIX (1938), 240. “Let no man say that

high a price has been paid for peace in Europe,” reflected The New York
es, “until he has searched his soul and found himself willing to risk in war
lives of those who are nearest and dearest to him.” The New York Times,
tember 30, 1938.

Public Papers, VII, 597; “Le conflit entre le Reich et les fitats-Unis,”

^rope Nouvelle, XXI (1938), 1436-1437.
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To flee the Hitler terror, a new influx of Jews and other opponents

and victims of fascism entered the United States. During the decade,

such distinguished German and Austrian refugees as Albert Einstein,

the composers Paul Hindemith and Kurt Weill, the noted Bauhaus

architect Walter Gropius, the expressionist painter George Grosz, and the

novelists Thomas Mann and Lion Feuchtwanger found refuge in the

United States.^’’ Yet even a senator like Elbert Thomas, regarded as a

spokesman for the Jewish cause in Congress, opposed changing the

quota system to give asylum to more refugees. Robert Wood, the presi-

dent of Sears, Roebuck, wrote Senator Borah: ‘T hope that our natural

sympathy with the plights of the Jews in Geimany and Austria will not

allow us to relax our immigration laws for one moment.” Borah, for his

part, was against lowering immigration barriers when there were mil-

lions of jobless in the United States.^® For every refugee who came to

this- coimtry, many more who could have been saved died in Hitler’s

extermination chambers,®®

A few days after the Munich accord. Hitler brandished a new Ger-

man aims program on the ground that Chamberlain could not be

relied upon, since he might be replaced by critics of Munidi like

Churchill and Duff Cooper. On October 11, 1938, in response to the

Fubreris speech, Roosevelt announced a buildup of $300 million in

American armaments. In January, 1939, he spoke to Congress of meas-

ures “short of war, but stronger and more effective than mere words.”

That same month, the Atlantic Squadron of the Navy was formed. By

1939, the President had all but renounced the posture of isolationism.

For many Europeans, he had come, more than their own heads of state,

to represent democratic resistance to fascism, “For Roosevelt is a leader

in a world where leadership is badly needed,” wrote a Tory M.P. If

Britain could not herself produce such a statesman, she should “profit by

the example of an alien Pitt.”^®

Donald Peterson Kent, The Refugee Intellectual (New York, 1953). A
small number of Italian intellectuals, notably Enrico Fermi and Giuseppe
Borgese, came to America from Mussolini’s Italy.

38 El^rt Thomas to Rabbi Louis Gross, April 25, 1938, Thomas MSS., Box
21; Isaiah Bowman to F.DJEL, November 25, 1938, FDRL PSF 34; Wood to

Borah, November 22, 1938, Borah to Sidney Fox, November 28, 1938, Borah
MSS., Box 416.
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rationalist as well as internationalist senators were willing to vote

ley for defense, so long as rearmament did not form part of a co-

rative undertaking with European powers. When, on January 23,

9, one of the newest American bombers crashed in California on a

flight and a French officer was pulled from the burning wreckage,

ave away what Roosevelt had hoped to conceal: that he had been

nitting foreigners to familiarize themselves with secret American

ipment and to fly our military craft When the President called in

nbers of the Senate Military Affairs Committee to quiet fears that

[lad forged a secret military alliance with France, the meeting back-

d when one of the senators told newsmen that Roosevelt had said

American frontier was on the Rhine. When the President derided

report as a “deliberate lie” concocted by some “boob,” senators

ame still more indignant.^^

n September, 1938, Hitler had promised that once the Sudeten issue

1 settled, there would be “no further territorial problem in Europe.”

added: “We want no Czechs.” Less than six months later, at 6 a.m.

March 15, 1939, German troops invaded Czechoslovakia, after

ler had offered the elderly Czech President the choice of surrender

mnihilation. He called it his “last good turn” for the Czech people,

at night the swastika was raised over the palace of the kings of

lemia in Prague.^^ In one stroke Hitler had destroyed the last re-

ining illusion that his ambitions were limited by a desire to create a

:e embracing only Germans. War now seemed inevitable. Within a

nth Nazi troops entered Memel, Franco captured Madrid, Japan
med the Spratly Islands, and Mussolini grabbed Albania. Senator

ah expressed his openmouthed admiration: “Gad, what a chance

ler has! If he only moderates his religious and racial intolerance, he

jld take his place beside Charlemagne. He has taken Europe without

ng a shot.”^^

2), pp. 37-39; Public Papers
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>^Langer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, pp. 48—49; The. New York
les, February 4, 1939.

*AJan Bullock, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny (London, 1952), p. 444; The
V York Times, March 16, 1939; Memorandum, March, 1939, Wilbur Carr
. Diary Notes; report of a conference of Mar<^ 8, 1939, of Nazi leaders,

RJL Tully Safe File, Bullitt.

* William K. Hutchinson, “News Articles on the Life and Works of Honor-
j William E. Borah,” U.S. Senate, 76th Gong., 3d Sess., Sen. Doc. 150
ashington, 1940), p. 39.
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The fascist successes deepened the di^ust the United States felt

toward the leaders of England and France; people came to speak of the

“so-called democracies.” It was hard to persuade Americans that the

conflicts in Europe constituted a crucial struggle between totalitarianism

and democracy when Neville Chamberlain had done nothing to halt

the Nazi conquest of Austria; had surrendered his Foreign Minister,

Anthony Eden, to placate Hitler and Mussoliru; and had displayed

such callous indifference to the betrayal of the Czechs at Munich.^* “I

know it to be a fact as much as I ever will know anything . . . that

Britain is behind Hitler,” Senator Borah reasoned.^® Chamberlain, who,

six days before the Nazis marched into Czechoslovakia, had assured

newsmen, “Europe was settling down to a period of tranquility,”

seemed a Pangloss. In this period Margaret Halsey’s With Malice To-

ward Some, an anti-British tirade so devastating that it made up “for

the American travel books of at least six traveling British lecturers,” sold

several himdred thousand copies.*®

Many influential Americans hoped for some accommodation with

the fascist states. Both Ambassadors JosephKennedy and William Bullitt

believed the great danger to be not Nazi Germany but Soviet Russia.

Kennedy, who appears to have had some sympathy toward the Nazis,

wanted them to have a free hand in eastern Europe, while Bullitt ex-

horted the United States to press for a Franco-German rapproche-

ment^’^ Breckinridge Long, the former American ambassador to Italy,

thought the only threat to the peace of Europe lay in Britain’s unfair

treatment of Mussolini.*® Such convictions were by no means limited

to the diplomatic corps or to men of conservative persuasion. The

^ When the news of Munich was broadcast in Prague, some of the chiefs of
mission, with a sense of undefined shame, avoided meeting their Czech friends.

Memorandum, n.d., Wilbur Carr MS. Diary Notes.
^5 Hutchinson, “Borah,” p. 38.

Raoul de Roussy de Sales, “L’Amerique et le rapt de la Tch6coslovaquie,”
VEurope Nouvelle, XXII (1939), 351-352; Marquis Childs, “Home Truths
from America,” Spectator^ CLXII (1939), 123-124; Carrie Chapman Catt to

Josephine Schain, March 21, 1939, Catt MSS.; Earl Johnson to D. A. EUs-
worth, December 5, 1938, William Allen White MSS., Columbia University.

William Kaufman, “Two American Ambassadors: Bullitt & Kennedy,” in

Gordon Craig and Felix Gilbert (eds.). The DiphmatSy 1919—1939 (Riice-
ton, 1953), pp. 651—657; Germany, Auswartiges Amt, Documents on German
Foreign Policy 1918-1945, Series D (11 vols., Washington, 1949-60), I, 713-
718.

Breckinridge Long MS. Diary, February 21, 23, 1938.
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l1 editor of Common Sense, Alfred Bingham^ ob^rved: “I am in-

to feel however that Fascism is not a world menace by way of

est and that it will ultimately evolve along lines similar to the

: Union, and both will probably become much more liberalized

of collectivism. ... It is far preferable to give Fascism room at

It, than to fight it."’^®

niid-April, 1939, as the Fiihrer was making menacing gestures to-

Danzig and the Polish Corridor, President Roosevelt made a last

0 avert war. He asked Hitler and Mussolini if they would promise

) attack thirty-one nations he listed by name. Hitler responded

a mocking harangue. As he called the roll of states: “Finland,

i, Lithuania . . . Palestine . . the Reichstag burst into de-

laughter.®^ Goring, visiting Rome, ventured that Roosevelt’s mes-

uggested a brain malady; Mussolini retorted that it might be rather

: of creeping paralysis. At home, the Protestant Christian Century

ained that Roosevelt had “taken his stand before the axis dictators

Dme frontier sheriff at the head of a posse,” and the Catholic

^onweal objected that his appeal ignored “the wrongs committed

St-war England and France, what they have contributed to the

^erishment of the axis powers. ...” Isolationists gloated that

• had gotten the better of the President. “He asked for it,” Nye

lented.®^

ny of the same men who upbraided Roosevelt for meddling in

>ean affairs chastised him for not intervening more forcefully in

In 1938, the Japanese, taking advantage of the preoccupation of

estem powers with the crisis in Europe, opened a drive to subdue

L and establish a “new order” in the Orient. The tone of Japanese

lents changed markedly. Instead of claiming sententiously that

bed to return to the status quo as soon as the Chinese unpleasant-

mded, Tokyo now bluntly announced its intention to create a

er East Asia Go-Prosperity Sphere that would unite Japan, China,

Ifred Bingham to Herbert Claiborne Pell, June 14, 1938, Pell MSS., Box 2.

uhlic Papers, VIII, 209—216; The New York Times, April 29, 1939;
m Baynes, The Speeches of Adolf Hitler (2 vols., London, 1942), II,

1656; Bullock, Hitler, pp. 461-464.
ames Bums, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox (New York, 1956), pp.
92; Volkischer Beobachter, April 15, 1939; Giornale d^Italia, April 17,

“Mr. Roosevelt Intervenes,” Christian Century

^

LVI (1939), 536;
/.P.,” Commonweal, XXX (1939), 3.
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and Manchuria under Japanese suzerainty. When Grew protested the

new departure, the Japanese Foreign Minister made no pretense of up-

holding the Open Door; he “wondered” indeed whether it applied

anywhere any more save possibly in the Congo Basin. The United States

responded by extending a loan of $25 million to the Chinese. Early in

1939, the Japanese demonstrated the futility of such limited economic

gestures when they seized the Chinese island of Hainan, and the fol-

lowing month occupied the Spratly Islands, only four hundred miles

west of the Philippines.
.
Unless effective action was taken to curb the

Japanese, they threatened to turn the entire western Pacific into a

Nipponese lake.®*

Both left-wing organizations and collective-security advocates like

Henry Stimson urged a boycott of Japanese silk and an embargo on war

materials to Japan. At an American Student Union convention, a coed

took off her shoes, stripped her silk stockings from her legs, and, bare-

foot in the snow, flung her hose into a bonfire. Other girls not only

followed her example but snatched silk ties from male delegates to add

to the blaze.®® To leftist critics, Roosevelt’s refusal to embargo goods to

Japan, when these materials were being used in the ruthless war against

China, could only be explained by cowardice in the face of business

interests.

In fact, Roosevelt was playing a cautious game. He sought to exert

just enough pressure to indicate displeasure with the new Japanese

truculence, but not so much as to underndine the moderates in Tokyo,

nor to push the militarists into new adventures to the south. American

military leaders cautioned against provoking a conflict with Japan,

since the United States could not fight an effective two-front war, and

Hitler was the greater menace. Although State Department officers like

Stanley Hombeck and Herbert Feis argued that economic sanctions

would throttle the Japanese economy and dynamite the war chest the

militarists needed. Grew warned that, after all Japan had already sunk

into China, it would not now admit defeat, no matter how great the

financial stringency. “I should add, parenthetically,” Grew remarked,

“that these colleagues had been confidently predicting for the past two

years that the economic collapse of Japan was about to occur.”®^

Joseph Grew, Ten Years in Japan (New York, 1944), pp. 270-272; Longer
and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation^ pp. 42-45.

XXXI (January 10, 1938), 42.

®^Langer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, pp. 52-53; Charles Tansill,

Back Door to War (Chicago, 1952), p. 501. Just a few months before Japan
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et if moral persuasion was ineffective, and economic coercion was

even to be tried, Roosevelt was left with the alternatives of ac-

iscence or war. In the spring of 1939, the Japanese Army gave signs

getting out of hand; it blockaded the British and French concessions

rientsin and maltreated British nationals. Senators Pittman and

wellenbach demanded finn American action, but the administration

tinned to mark time. When, on July 18, 1939, Republican Senator

bur Vandenberg filed a resolution asking the President to give Japan

Lce of the termination of the commercial treaty of 1911, Roosevelt’s

d was forced. On July 26, Secretary Hull notified Tokyo that in

months the pact of 1911 would expire. This constituted a big stride

he direction of economic warfare, yet Roosevelt heeded Hull’s and

w’s advice not to impose an embargo or raise duties sharply when
treaty expired. The President insisted, however, that Japan under-

id that this policy might be changed at any moment. As the United

tes continued negotiations with Tokyo, Roosevelt kept the threat of

ctions hanging over the Japanese.®®

n the spring of 1939, as the world edged toward war, Roosevelt once

in sought to free himself from the shackles of the Neutrality Act.

2 President objected that cash and carry, while it worked all right in

Atlantic, where the British controlled the seas, worked all wrong

he Pacific, where the Japanese were dominant He wanted a flexible

that would permit hiin to discriminate between aggressor and vic-

;
but since he knew he could not get this, he preferred no embargo

all. When Senator Pittman refused to sponsor outright repeal, the

sident was forced to compromise on a bill which would renew the

b and carry principle, but apply it to arms and munitions as well as

er exports. Roosevelt rehearsed once more the objections to cash

I carry, but Pittman would not be budged. Pittman’s wariness proved

tified when Senate isolationists in the Foreign Relations Committee

ised to report out even his compromise measure.®®

ned new hostilities in the Far East in 1937, the U.S. ambassador to China
jrved: “It begins to look very much as though old man ‘Economic Law*

e catching up with the Japanese.” Nelson Trusler Johnson to William Castle,

uary 26, 1937, Johnson MSS.
5 Tansill, Back Door to War, pp. 505-508; Langer and Gleason, Challenge to

ation, pp. 147-159, 302-311; “Correspondence, 1939. Incoming” folder,

vis Schwellenbach MSS.; Frederick Moore, With Japan*s Leaders (New York,

2), pp. 111-114.

® Donald Drummond, The Passing of American Neutrality 1937-1941
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Roosevelt now turned to the House, where Representative Sol Bloom,

chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, sponsored a bill for

outright repeal of the arms embargo. The proposal ran into stout

antipathy from isolationists in both parties. Representative Martin Ken-

nedy, New York Democrat, opposed the Bloom bill because his constit-

uents were “scared to death” it would lead to war. “God knows they

have enough to worry about without this problem,” he added. Repre-

sentative J. M. Vorys, Ohio Republican, declared: “The President has

no more intention of taking us into war than he had 6 years ago of tak-

ing us into debt; but we have learned that despite good intentions, if

you spend enough you get into debt, and if you threaten enough you

get into war.” When on June 30 the House passed the Bloom bill by

the slim mai^n of twelve votes, 200-188, it gutted the measure by

adding the confusing Vorys amendment which continued an embargo

on “arms and ammunition” but not on “implements of war.”®’’

Once more Roosevelt paid court to the Senate, and this time Pittman

agreed to sponsor outright repeal of the anns embargo. On July 1 1, in a

showdown vote, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee decided, 12-

11, to defer consideration of neutrality legislation until the next session.

A week later, Roosevelt met with Senate leaders at the White House.

He explained that war might be imminent in Europe, and that he

needed all the power he could muster to avert it. “IVe fired my last

shot,” he told them. “I think I ought to have another round in my
belt.” The President’s appeal met a cold response. After polling the

senators in the room on the prospects of rescindii^ the embargo. Gamer
turned to the President and said : “Well, Captain, we may as well face

the facts. You haven’t got the votes, and that’s all there is to it.”®^

(Ann Arbor, 1955), pp. 87-89; Fred Israel, “Nevada’s Key Pittman” (un-

published Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1959), pp. 311-314; F.D.R.
to Cordell Hull and Sumner Welles, March 28, 1939, PSF 33 ;

Press Conference
540A, April 20, 1939, FDRL; Wayne Cole, “Senator Key Pittman and Ameri-
can Neutrality Policies, 1933-1940,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XLVI
(1960), 657-658.

57 Congressional Record, 76th Cong., 1st Sess., pp. 8151, 8173; Francis Wil-
cox, “The Neutrality Fight in Congress: 1939,” American Political Science

Reoiism, XXXIII (1939), 818-823.
Robert Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality (Chicago, 1962), pp. 229—285;

Joseph Alsop and Robert Kintner, American White Paper (New York, 1940),

pp. 44-46; Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (2 vols.. New York,

1948), I, 648-653; Memorandum, Wallace White MSS., Box 58; “Interview

with Senator Walsh, Clinton, Mass., July 16, 1939,” David I. Walsh MSS.
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n the summer of 1939, people timed in the newly popular portable

ios to hear the reports of H. V. Kaltenbom and Raymond Gram
ing on the impending war in Europe. When, on August 24, the

zis signed a pact with the Soviet Union which separated Russia from

West, war could no longer be very far off, yet people still could not

ieve that the nightmare of World War I would be repeated. One
lerican diplomat noted in his diary: “These last two days have given

the feeling of sitting in a house where somebody is dying upstahrs.

ere is relatively little to do and yet the suspense continues un-

ited.”®^ On the hot Saturday of September 2, crowds hemmed in

•ked taxicabs to catch the latest radio bulletins; almost every broad-

t was interrupted by a fresh dispatch on Danzig and the Corridor,

rough the day, fears that war would come alternated with suspicions

t Britain and France would abandon Poland and there would be no

r. Sunday morning at 6: 10 a.m. Eastern Standard Time, the waiting

led. Neville Chamberlain announced to the British people over the

lio: “I have to tell you now that this country is at war with Ger-
ny.«eo

'^o one doubted where American sympathies lay; a Gallup poll

ealed that 84 per cent of respondents wanted an Allied victory, 2

cent a Nazi triumph, while 14 per cent had no opinion.®^ So strong

s the identification with the Allied cause, so faithfully did the align-

nts of 1939 appear to repeat those of 1917, that many were over-

ne by the fatalistic feeling that, whether they willed it or not, the

lited States would inevitably be drawn into the war on the Allied

e. One observer noted, “But everyone—everyone—^little people like

i drivers and drugstore clerks and fanners down in the Shenandoah
1 the like are saying we’ll sure get into it.”®^ Indeed, the country

ntana Senator Murray’s political confidant had urged him to dodge a vote
the proposal. “The Irish, Germans, Austrians and Italians are strong against
ecoming a law,” he e3q)lained. Hugh Daly to James Murray, June 15, 1939,
rray MSS.
^Jay Pierrepont Moffat MS. Diary, August 26-27, 1939. Moffat noted:
le issues involved are so terrible, the outlook so cloudy, the probability of
mate Bolshevism so great, and the chances of a better peace next are
remote that if one stopped to think one would give way to gloom.” Ibid.,

itember 1, 1939.
0 “A.D. 1939,” Fortune, XXI (January, 1940), 93.

^Public Opinion Quarterly, IV (1940), 102.
2 Maxine Davis to Florence Jaffray Harriman, September 7, 1939, Harriman
S., Box 4.
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seemed to fear nothing so much as its own sentiments. Raoul de Roussy

de Sales wrote: “The average American apparently visualized himself

as the Greeks did: his will was set one way, but he felt that the gods

would be stronger than his will. . . . Isolationists and their opponents

acted as if the American people might be tempted to go to war the way

a man who was once addicted to drink is suddenly seized with terror at

the sight of a bottle of whiskey.”®^

Three weeks after the invasion of Poland, the President asked Con-

gress, summoned into special session, to repeal the arms embargo and

apply the cash-and-carry principle to munitions as well as raw materials.

The- President’s request touched off an explosion of isolationist propa-

ganda, much of it sparked by Coughlinites, which was remarkable for

the violence of its imagery and the bitterness of its Anglophobia. “Hitler

is an Angel compared to John Bull,” a Massachusetts woman wrote

Senator Taft. Hundreds of thousands of letters implored senators:

“Keep America Out of the Blood Business.”®^ Roosevelt, impressed by

the intensity of isolationist passions, bent his argument to emphasize not

aid to the Allies but keeping America out of war. He dismissed the con-

tention that repeal of the embargo would lead to armed intervention as

“one of the worst fakes in current history.” The President stated : “The

simple truth is that no person in any responsible place . . . has ever

suggested . . . the remotest possibility of sending the boys of American

mothers to fight on the battlefields of Europe.”®^

So persistent was the conviction that the real menace confronting the

country lay not abroad but in Roosevelt’s desire for dictatorial power

that the President felt compelled to heed the advice of administration

Raoul de Roussy de Sales, “America Looks at the War,” Atlantic Monthly,

CLXV (1940), 153. Alistair Cooke has pointed out that “Americans were more
afraid of their sympathies than of a military threat to the continental United
States if the Nazis won. They had to keep up a separate annoyance at the

British and French as at potential seducers who have the run of the house.”

Cooke, A Generation on Trial (New York, 1950), p. 29.

®^Mrs. Ann Gath to Robert Taft, September 24, 1939, Taft MSS.; Mrs.

Andrew Dillman to Taft, September 25, 1939, Taft MSS. Cf. Maxine Davis to

Florence Jaffray Harriman, September 27, 1939, Harriman MSS., Box 4. “The
sole purpose of amending the Neutrality Act,” Henry Ford insisted, “is to enable

munitions makers to profit financially through what is nothing less than mass
murder.” The New York Times, September 21, 1939. Many of the letters in the

Taft manuscripts at Yale University are striking for their curious unrelatedness;

they speak, for example, of saving “the flower of American manhood/’
Public Papers, VIII, 557.
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aators that he stay in the background during the debate and let them

id the fight. He kept his New Deal advisers off the Ehll and de-

•erately cultivated conservative Democratic senators who would sup-

>Tt his international position. Senator Bailey confided: “I have rather

iportant assurances that he is not going to run for a third term.^’ He
ked Lord Tweedsmuir, the Governor General of Canada, to postpone

visit to the United States until the debate ended. “I am almost

erally walking on eggs,” he explained.®^ By pursuing such cautious

::tics, the President carried the day. After six weeks of acrimonious

ntroversy, Congress, over substantial Republican opposition, repealed

e arms embargo.

Roosevelt got what he wanted; the Allies could buy the munitions

ey needed. But the isolationists won significant concessions too. The
lies would have to pay cash and haul the arms away themselves;

nited States citizens could not sail on belligerent vessels; American

ips could not sail to belligerent ports and might be forbidden to enter

mbat zones. When on November 4 the President defined the entire

iltic and the Atlantic from southern Norway to the northern coast of

)ain as a combat zone, Hitler was relieved of the threat of conflict with

e most important neutral carrier, could brush aside the rights of the

laller neutrals, and was free to launch unrestricted submarine war-

re with little risk. ‘‘By taking our ships off the seas,” noted one

liter, “the bill aided the German blockade of Britain as effectively as

all our ships had been torpedoed.” In the midst of war, the Neutrality

ct of 1939 marked one final effort at neutrality by statute to apply the

ssons of World War I.®^

The United States hoped—by neutrality legislation and by inter-

merican agreement—^to insulate the Western Hemisphere from the

Liropean war. At the First Meeting of Foreign Ministers of the Ameri-

in Republics, the United States scored a notable triumph. On Oc-

®®Bums, Roosevelt, 396; Longer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, pp.
!7—231; Theodore Carlson to Stephen Chadwick, November 2, 1939, Chad-
ick MSS.; Bailey to Dr. Julian Ruffin, September 18, 1939, Bailey MSS.,
irsonal File; F.D.R. to Tweedsmuir, October 5, 1939, in Personal Letters, II,

J4.

^’’Denna Frank Fleming, “Anns Embargo Debate,” Events, VI (1939), 342;
anger and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, pp. 231—235; Divine, Illusion of

eutrality, pp. 286-335; Philip Jessup, “The Neutrality Act of 1939,” American
mrnal of International Law, XXIV (1940), 95-99; L. E. Gleeck, “96 Con-
•essmen Make up their Minds,” Public Opinion Quarterly, TV (1940), 3-24.
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tober 83 1939, delegates adopted unanimously the Declaration of

Panama, which created a zone around the Americas, south of the

Canadian border, from 300 to 1,000 miles wide, in which belligerents

were warned not to undertake naval action. Since neither side would

recognize this “chastity belt,” and since the American republics were

not prepared to command recognition by force, the Declaration of

Panama had little practical effect, although Hitler did give his com-

manders secret orders not to initiate action within this zone.®® The

Declaration marked an important step in collective action by the

American nations and in the “multilateralization” of the Monroe Doc-

trine; it signified too the hold of the ancient illusion that the United

State could, simply by fiat, isolate itself from Europe’s quarrels.®®

Even the Soviet invasion of Finland on November 30, 1939, failed

to break the spell of isolationism, despite the nearly unanimous sym-

pathy of the country for the Firms. Finland had won affection by being

the one nation which had paid its war debts to the United States,

thereby tapping the vast well of sentimentality of the American people.

“By last week,” observed Time in March, 1940, “a U.S. Citizen who
had neither danced, knitted, orated, played bridge, bingo, banqueted or

just shelled out for Finland was simply nowhere socially.” President

Roosevelt, who referred privately to “this dreadful rape of Finland,”

denounced the Russian incursion as a ‘Svanton disregard for law.” He
placed Finland’s annual debt installment in a separate accoimt, ex-

tended the Finns $10 million in credits to buy farm surpluses and sup-

plies in the United States, and applied a “moral embargo” against the

U.S.S.R."®

But what the Finns really needed was not agricultural credits but,

H. L. Trefousse, Germany and American Neutrality,^ 1939—1941 (New York,

1951), p. 41; U.S. Navy Department, Fuehrer Conferences on Matters Dealing
with the German Navy 1940 (5 vols., Washington, 1947), II, 46.

Danger and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, pp. 210—212; Drummond,
Passing of Neutrality, pp. 119-121. The foreign ministers met under authority

of the Declaration of Lima of 1938, which gave substance to the principle of

consultation adopted at Buenos Aires in 1936 by providing that, in the event of

war or other threats to security, any American foreign minister could call an
emergency meeting.

’^^Time, XXXV (March 11, 1940), 16; Max Jakobson, The Diplomacy of
the Winter War (Cambridge, 1961), pp. 191-192; FX).R. to Lincoln Mac-
Veagh, December 1, 1939, FDRL PPF 1192; The New York Times, December
2, 1939; Danger and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, pp. 329-331.
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s the Finnish minister explained, cold cash to buy arms in Sweden.

Loosevelt refused to antagonize isolationists by asking for an un-

estricted loan, and Congress quickly proved that the President’s cau-

Lon was well founded. When Senator Prentiss Brown of Michigan filed

bill to lend the Finns $60 million to buy arms. Congress so mutilated

be measure that in the end the “Finnish aid bill” did not mention

'inland at all, and limited the Finns to another $20 million credit for

onmilitary supplies. The Senate approved the bill on February 13, as

be Red Army was breaking through the Mannerheim Line; the House

assed it on February 28, as the Russians started mopping-up opera-

ions. In the end the Finns, by captining Russian arms on the battle-

eld, received more military aid from the Soviet Union than from their

riends. In March, 1940, a Finnish leader commented that the sym-

athy of the United States and its other well-wishers proved so great

bat “it nearly suffocated us.”^^

America’s commitment to “stormcellar” neutrality rested on a series

f assumptions which seemed wholly reasonable—^that the war would

luickly settle down to a protracted state of siege, with the Germans

nable to crack the Maginot Line, and the Allies unable to pierce Ger-

lan defenses; that the British would maintain control of the seas; and

bat Hitler would be defeated in a war of attrition. In the first months

f the war, this appeared to be precisely what was happening; some

unericans even protested the lack of excitement in the “bore” war. The
^ar itself, and the threat of Hitler, seemed far distant. When the

British cruiser Orion chased the German merchantman Arauca along

le Florida coast in late December, 1939, a newspaper ran the headline:

SEA INCIDENT AT MIAMl’s FRONT YARD DRAWS GAY HOLIDAY CROWD
O DOCK.”

The unreal quality of the war left Roosevelt in a quandary. How, he

sked William Allen White, could he persuade the nation of the danger

: faced without “scaring the American people into thinking that they

re going to be dragged into this war?”^® As time passed, not only the

New York Times, March 17, 1940; Longer and Gleason, Challenge to

solation, pp. 334-340; Mrs. Florence Jaffray Harriman to F.D.R., February 27,

940, Harriman MSS.; W. R. Castle to David I. Walsh, March 1, 1940, Walsh
ISS. For a different view, see Robert Sobel, The Origins, of Interventionism

New York, 1960).
72 Time, XXXV (January 1, 1940), 8.

73 F.D.R. to White, December 14, 1939, White MSS., Box 324.
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country, but Roosevelt too, came to lose the fatalistic feeling of Sep-

tonber that the country would inevitably be drawn into the conflict.

Hie President came to think of the United States as the Great Neutral,

giving its aid to one side but determined to stay out of the war. In

die early months of 1940, an eerie stillness fell over the White House.

“Things here are amazingly quiet,” Roosevelt wrote in March, 1940.^*

That same month, as American diplomats traveled by train through

Germany, they (x>uld see both French and German trenches within a

short distance of one another. “Not a gun was fired, not a disturbing

^und broke the stillness,” one envoy noted in his diary. “Men, women,
and children were in the fields, or tying up the vines in the vineyards.”

In Paris, fowl was plentiful, and one drank champagne as an aperitif;

in London, Englishmen enjoyed a warm spring afternoon in the park.^®

The character of the European war served to reinforce the illusion of

illation. Only a revolutionary change in the nature of the European
struggle could explode that illusion.

7*F.D.R. to John Boettiger, March 7, t940, in Personal Letters, II, 1006.
75 Nancy Harvison Hooker (ed.). The Moffat Papers (Cambridge, 1956), pp.

295-298. Cf. Sumner Welles, The Time for Decision (New York, 1944), pp.



CHAPTER 13

An End to Isolation

.T DAWN on April 9, 1940^ Nazi troops crossed the Danish border

L and emptied out of barges and troopships all along the Nor-

gian coast They overran Denmark in a matter of hours, Norway

a few weeks. On May 10, the Germans struck swiftly at the Low
luntries and, through them, into France. In five days Holland sur-

idered, in eighteen days Belgium; in less than three weeks, the Nazis

d driven the British armies out of France. As the Panzer divisions,

Dported by siren-blowing dive bombers, careened toward Paris, Fre-

er Reynaud pleaded vainly with the United States for “clouds of

ines.” A week later, on June 22, 1940, in the very same railway car

the Compiegne forest where Germany had agreed to the 1918 armi-

ce, France capitulated to Hitler.

In the United States, the national mood changed overnight. In

mes Square, great crowds, grim-faced, awesomely silent, blocked

ifiic as they spilled into the middle of Broadway to stare up at the

lletins on the Times Building. Suddenly the country felt naked and

Inerable. Only the British stood between tlitler and the United

ites. If Germany struck across the Channel with the same ferocity

d cunning that had annihilated opposition in western Europe in a

V weeks, Britain might well be flying the swastika by the end of the

ar, and Admiral Raeder might be commanding the British fleet.

The Nazi blitzkrieg revolutionized American thinking about defense.

1 May 16, 1940, President Roosevelt, after explaining how enemy
mbers could leave West Africa and emerge in the skies over Omaha,
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requested vast sums to mechanize and motorize the Army (it had

only 350 serviceable infantry tanks) and funds for 50,000 planes a year

(it then had a total of 2,806 aircraft, most of them outmoded).^ By

the end of May, Congress, acting with imcommon speed, had granted

the President even more money than he wanted. Yet this did not begin

to be enough, and by May 31 Roosevelt was back asking for more. In

less than a month Congress responded by appropriating another billion

dollars for the Army and some $700 million for the Navy.^ On June

15, the President set up a National Defense Research Committee under

Dr. Vannevar Bush of the Carnegie Institution to co-ordinate research

of military significance, a decision which would lead five years later

to the explosion of the atomic bomb.® When Admiral Harold Stark

recommended a two-ocean Navy, Congress promptly authorized 1,325,-

000 tons of new fighting ships. By October, 1940, Congress, which

in early spring had planned to slash WarDepartment appropriations,

had voted over $17 billion for defense.^

The shock of realizing that the country might experience a foreign

invasion led to panicky efforts to throw together homemade defenses.

The California legislature approved a proposal to organize a corps

patterned after the Swiss Home Guards, Chicago rifle clubs began to

mobilize “a civilian army of modem minute men,” and in New York

the National Legion of Mothers of America formed the Molly Pitcher

Rifle Legion to pick off descending parachute troops. Unable to agree

on what to do about the enemy without, the nation himted fifth-col-

umnists within. The same month that France fell to the Nazis, Federal

Judge Michael Roche canceled the citizenship of Communist William

Schneiderman in California; the House voted to deport Harry Bridges;

Connecticut residents set up the North Stamford Breastwork and

’^Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt (13 vols., 1938-50),
IX, 200-201; Louis Johnson to F.D.R., May 15, 1940, FDRL PSF 27; Harry
Woodring to Representative Joseph Bryson, June 5, 1940, Bryson MSS.

2 William Langer and Everett Gleason, The Challenge to Isolation, 1937-
1940 (New York, 1952), pp. 473-476; Mark Watson, Chief of Stag: Prewar
Plans and Preparations (Washington, 1950), pp. 169-171.

^ James Phinney Baxter, 3rd, Scientists Against Time (Boston, 1946), pp. 11-

1 8 ; Geoffrey Heilman, “The Contemporaneous Memoranda of Dr. Sachs,*’

New Yorker, XXI (December 1, 1945), 69-76; Albert Einstein to F.D.R.,

August 2, 1939, FDRL Tally Safe File.

^Samuel Ehot Morison, The Battle of the Atlantic (Boston, 1947), pp. 27-

28; Langer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, p. 676; Whitney Shepardson

and William Scroggs, The United States m World Affairs, 1940 (New York,

1941), Ch. 5.
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rhead Menace Committee; and the Supreme Court, speaking

ugh Mr. Justice Frankfurter, sustained Pennsylvania school au-

ities who expelled two children who refused to salute the flag,

,use this violated their religious scruples.^ In July, President Roose-

signed the Smith Act, which required some 3,500,000 aliens to

iter at their local post offices and be fingerprinted, and stipulated

i and imprisonment for written, spoken, or printed words which

any manner cause insubordination, disloyalty, mutiny or refusal

uty by any member of the military or naval forces. . . “If the

se were strictly construed,” warned The New York Times, “several

le leading speakers at last week’s Republican National Convention

It be in danger.”®

i the spring of 1940, Roosevelt moved toward a crisis govemtnent

ational unity. On June 19, he startled the nation by naming two

ninent Republicans to the key defense posts in his cabinet: Henry

ison as Secretary of War and Frank Knox as Secretary of the

y. In making these appointments, Roosevelt not only stole a match
he Republicans on the eve of their national convention but also

ed up the foreign-policy militants within his administration. Knox
Stimson had both taken positions well in advance of any yet

med by Roosevelt; Stimson, in fact, had just come out in favor of

g the American fleet to convoy munitions to Britain."^

Ithough Roosevelt did not go as far as Stimson, he was just as de-

nned to speed all possible aid to Britain, a resolve he proposed to

>und to the nation in his address to the graduating class of the

versity of Virginia. Just before departing for Charlottesville, the

rime, XXXV (June 3, 1940), 12; Minersville School District v, Gobitis,

U.S. 586; Robert Morss Lovett to Mildred Brady, August 9, 1940, Lovett
L, Box 1, Folder 3. Cf. West Virginia State Board of Education v. Barnette,

U.S. 624 (1943). The Supreme Court later i*eversed Judge Roche’s verdict,

leiderman v. United States, 320 U.S. 118 (1943). After litigation that ran
ugh all the war years, Bridges survived the attempt to deport him. The New
c Times, June 19, 1945.

Sechariah Chafee, Jr., Free Speech in the United States (Cambridge, 1941),
140-490; The New York Times, June 30, 1940.

Siting Morison, Turmoil and Tradition (Boston, 1960), pp. 477-486; Louis

mlow, A Passion for Anonymity (Chicago, 1958), pp. 433—454; Henry
son MS. Diary, June 25, 1940; Langer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation,

509-511. The G.O.P. national chairman promptly read Knox out of the

y, although no one could recall when he had been vested with the power
ccommunication.
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President received word that Italy was about to declare war on France.

Roosevelt was infuriated, not least because he had labored so assidu-

ously to detach the Duce from Hitler. Only a few days earlier, he had

^nt a personal message to Mussolini with an offer to mediate between

Italy and the Allies and to hold himself personally responsible for the

execution of any agreements. Count Ciano noted that he had told

Ambassador Phillips: “It takes more than that to dissuade Mussolini.

In fact, it is not that he wants to obtain this or that; what he wants

is war, and, even if he were to obtain by peaceful means double what

he claims, he would refuse.” On May 29, Bullitt cabled Roosevelt: “A1

Capone will enter war about the fourth of June, unless you can throw

the fear of the U.S.A. into him.”® Three days before, Mussolini told

his generals that he had already promised Hitler he would intervene.

“I need only a few thousand dead to enable me to take my seat, as a

belligerent, at the peace table,” the Duce explained.®

On the train to Charlottesville, the President’s anger at the fascists

mounted. As he afterward said, he became “so hot” he was “grumbling

about it” In his formal oration, he pledged that America would not

only step up its own defense preparations but would “extend to the

opponents of force the material resources of this nation.” The United

States, he premonished, could not hope to remain an island of democ-

racy in a totalitarian sea, “a people lodged in prison, handcuffed,

hungry, and fed through the bars from day to day by the contemptu-

ous, unpitying masters of other continents.” At the conclusion of his

speech, Roosevelt ad-libbed one stinging sentence: “On this tenth day
of June, 1940, the hand that held the dagger has struck it into the

back of its neighbor.”^®

In making the Charlottesville commitment to aid Britain, the Pres-

ident risked a good deal. Polls revealed that only 30 per cent of the

nation still believed an Allied victory possible. Senator Pittman, chair-

man of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, announced it was
futile for Britain to continue to fight on in England, and even a pro-

®Hugh Gibson (ed.), The Ciano Diaries (New York, 1946), p. 235; Langer
and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, p. 462. Gf. Bullitt to R. Walton Moore,
April 18, 1940, Moore MSS., Box 3.

^Pietro Badoglio, LTtalie dans la Guerre Mondiale (Paris, 1946), pp. 38-39.
^0 Henry Stimson MS. Diary, December 29, 1940; Public Papers, IX, 261-

264; William Bullitt to Cordell Hull, May 31, Jime 10, 1940, FDRL, TuUy Safe
File; William PhilUps MS. Diary, June 11, 1940, XV, 4010.
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dsh senator like Josiah Bailey wrote that under no circumstances

Id Britain hope to dislodge Hitler from his conquests on the

atinent^^ The Joint Planners of the War and Navy Departments

nted out the slim prospects for Britain’s survival, and General

xshall warned that if the United States stripped its defenses to

p Britain, and the British capitulated, leaving this coimtry to face

Limed an Axis invasion, Roosevelt’s policy could never be justified

the American people. The United States had only 160 P“40 planes

the 260 pilots waiting for them; it had no antiaircraft ammunition,

I would not for six months.^^

i.11 that summer the Nazis rained bombs on British cities as a prel-

5 to the invasion scheduled for September. Alone, beleaguered, the

fish desperately needed to maintain control of the seas to keep

Ltary supplies flowing into the country. By the end of July, they

1 lost nearly half of the himdred destroyers available for home
ters. Prime Minister Winston Churchill beseeched Roosevelt to let

1 have fifty or sixty “overage” World War I destroyers to use

inst the Nazi submarines.^^

loosevelt hesitated. He had already turned down similar entreaties

n Norway and France—^and for compelling reasons. Not only

;ht the ships be needed for American defense, but the lease of ships

The New York Times, June 26, 1940^ Bailey to Dr. Julian Ruffin, July 24,

3, Bailey MSS., Personal File. The former ambassador to Italy, Breckinridge

g, commented on the Charlottesville address: “If we are not very careful

are going to find ourselves the champions of a defeated cause. . . . France
utterly collapsed. It may not be but a few weeks before England collapses and
er stands rampant across the continent of Europe.” Breckinridge Long MS.
ry, June 13, 1940. Long noted that Ambassador Phillips believed Germany
Id win, and hence there should be no more provocative statements; that

bassador Kennedy was “quite a realist and he sees England gone” ; and that

bassador Cudahy was “sure Germany will win. . .
.” Kennedy, Long set

n, thought the United States should approach Germany and Japan for “an
lomic collaboration,” while Ambassador Cudahy “sees no disadvantage to

f Germany wins. . . .” Breckinridge Long MS. Diary, August 16, November
940,
' Langer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, pp. 487-488, 566—569, 654.
* Winston Churchill, Their Finest Hour (Boston, 1949), p. 402; Langer and
ison, Challenge to Isolation, pp. 744—749. Cf. William Allen White to

rello La Guardia, July 29, 1940, La Guardia MSS.
‘'F.D.R. to Mrs. Florence Jaffray Harriman, January 9, 1940, Harriman
S., Box 4; William Bullitt to Cordell Hull, May 18, 1940, FDRL, Tully Safe

;
F.D.R. to Sumner Welles, June 1, 1940, FDRL PSF 24.
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of war to a belligerent would almost certainly violate international

law. Even if he overcame these objections, he faced nearly insurmount-

able difEculties. The Walsh Act of June 28, 1940, stipulated that

equipment could be released for sale only if the Navy certified it was

useless for defense; and naval oflEcials had just testified to the value

of the destroyers in order to prevent Congress from junking them.

The President was convinced it would require an act of Congress to

permit even their indirect sale; yet if he went to Congress, Senator

David I. Walsh and the isolationists might very well block the pro-

posaL Such a rebuff, taken as an index to the views of the American

Congress, would deal a mean blow to Allied morale.^®

Roosevelt foimd a way out of one part of his dilemma by taking an

old isolationist scheme and giving it a new twist. He suggested a deal

with Great Britain in which the United States would exchange the

destroyers for bases in the British possessions in the Western Hemi-

sphere.^® Unhappily, he could not obtain a firm warranty of Repub-

lican support for a destroyer-base bill, and without such assurance he

risked a costly defeat in Congress. As Nad bombers blackened the

skies over Britain, Roosevelt made a bold decision: to bypass Congress

entirely and negotiate a compact with Churchill on his own. On the

strength of an opinion from Attorney General Robert Jackson, military

leaders were persuaded they could certify the destroyers were not es-

sential to national security, since the bases would be still more valu-

able. “This is the time,’’ Admiral Stark penciled at the end of his

memorandum approving the transfer, “when a ‘feller’ needs a friend.”^’'

Yet this did not end Roosevelt’s troubles. Winston Churchill now
insisted that the United States make a free gift of the destroyers, and
Britain make a present of the bases. He feared that if the transaction

was presented as a quid pro quo^ Britons would think he had made a
bad bargain in bartering historic possessions for overage vessels. More-

Benjamin Ck>hen to F.D.R.J July 19, 1940, F.D.R. to Frank Knox, July 22,

1940, FDRL PSF 19; Langer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, pp. 744-746.
Memorandum, August 2, 1940, FDRL PSF 19; Henry Stimson MS. Diary,

August 2, 1940; The Secret Diary of Harold Iekes (3 vols., New York, 1953^
54), III, 292-293.

Harold Stark to F.D.R., Augiwt 21, 1940, FDRL PSF 19. Jackson’s opinion
was roughly handled by international lawyers. See especially Herbert Briggs,

“Neglected Aspects of the Destroyer Deal,” American Journal of International

Law, XXXIV (1940), 569-587.
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rer, he was unwilling to have the agreement pivot on a public pledge

lat the British fleet would not be surrendered in the event of a Nazi

mquest, since even to discuss such an eventuality would be demoral-

[ng. Roosevelt believed he could avoid congressional wrath only by

[^senting the exchange as a sharp bargain, and asked Hull to explain

> “former Naval person” that he had no authority to give away any

lips. The United States proposed a compromise, which Chiirchill

iluctantly accepted. The bases would be divided into two lots; the

ritish would lease Bermuda and Newfoundland as outright gifts;

ases on the remaining bases in the Caribbean would be traded for

le fifty destroyers. At a later time, Churchill would reaffirm his vow
I Parliament of June 4 that the British fleet would not be surrendered

: scuttled under any circumstances- On September 3, the President

ectrified the country by announcing the details of the deal. “This is

le most important action in the reinforcement of our national defense

lat has been taken since the Louisiana Purchase,” Roosevelt de-

ared.^®

The parallel to Jefferson and Louisiana was less than perfect. While

le response to the disclosure of the transfer was generally enthusiastic

-even the Chicago Tribune approved it—^many were disturbed by

le method Roosevelt had chosen. Critics charged that he had flouted

le authority of Congress, whose rights in the matter he had previ-

Lisly conceded; that he had acted without taking the people into his

>nfidence; and that he had transgressed international law.^® At a

me when Britain faced annihilation, Roosevelt and his supporters

ad little patience with animadversions based on Edwardian conven-

ons of international law. To his admirers, the transaction was a

^®F.D.R. to Hull, August 28, 1940, in Elliott Roosevelt (ed.), F.D.R .3 His
ersonal Letters, 1928-1945 (2 vols., New York, 1950), II, 1061 ; Public Papers,

391. See F.D.R. to David I. Wdsh, August 22, 1940, Walsh MSS.; Longer
id Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, pp. 764-770; Eugene Gerhart, Americans

dvocate: Robert H. Jackson (Indianapolis, 1958), pp. 216—217; Sumner
belles to F.D.R., August 8, 1940, FDRL PSF 19. The deal also stipulated that

le United States would give twenty torpedo boats, five heavy boinbers, thirty

iUion pounds of ammunition and other supplies. By a fantastic inadvertent

Tor these were left out of the agreement.

**Mr. Roosevelt today committed an act of war,” the St. Louis PosU
ispatch declared in a full-page advertisement in newspapers across the country.

Ele also became America’s first dictator.” St. Louis Post-Dispatch, September 3,

m.
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magnificent stroke of daring statesmanship. They rejoiced in the aban-

donment of traditional neutrality and the fusion of British and Amer-

ican interests. Henceforth, as Churchill told the Commons, the United

States and Great Britain would be “somewhat mixed up together.’’^^

Fresh from his triumphs in Europe, Hitler warned Latin American

governments that by autumn Britain would be vanquished, and Latin

America would have to depend on the Reich for markets. To appease

Berlin, Brazil, Argentina, Chile, and other countries refused to send

their foreign ministers to the Havana Conference in July. Roosevelt

was compelled to recognize that repentance did not constitute a Latin

American policy. By the end of 1940, the United States had worked

out defense agreements with every South American nation save Argen-

tina, and Congress had expanded the lending authority of the Export-

Import Bank to finance exports to countries south of the border. In

August, 1940, an Office for Co-ordination of Commercial and Cultural

Relations between the American Republics was established under the

direction of Nelson Rockefeller, although it was not until after Pearl

Harbor that we began to send professors, tennis players, and ballet

companies to Latin America to prove that we were a cultured people.

The Havana Conference, too, scored another success for the Good
Neighbor policy. The delegates accepted the historic “no transfer”

principle of the Monroe Doctrine; agreed to Hull’s appeal to take steps

to establish a “collective trusteeship” over European possessions in the

Caribbean; and, during the emergency, gave the United States a blank

check to take what action it deemed necessary.^^

The American Army of 1940 could hardly cope with an invasion,

let alone protect Latin America. In August, 1940, when the Army con-

ducted its greatest peacetime maneuvers in history in St. Lawrence
County, New York, the troops were virtually weaponless. Pieces of

“I do not view the process with any misgivings. I could not stop it if I

wished; no one can stop it. Like the Mississippi, it just keeps rolling along. Let
it roIL Let it roll on—^full flood, inexorable, irresistible, benignant, to broader
lands and better days.” James Bums, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox (New
York, 1956), p. 441. Gf. 365 H, G. DEB 5S 39.

^^Langer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation^ pp. 629-637, 689-700, and
The Undeclared War (New York, 1953), pp. 151-158, 162-169; John A.
Logan, Jr,, No Transfer (New Haven, 1961), pp. 330-345; Percy Bidwell,

Economic Defense of Latin America (Boston, 1941 ) ; Arthur Whitaker, The
Western Hemisphere Idea (Ithaca, 1954), pp. 147-149. The Export-Import
Bank had been created in 1934.
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Stovepipe served as antitank guns, beer cans as ammunition, rainpip^

as mortars, and broomsticks as machine guns. The attempt to simulate

conditions of blitzkrieg warfare failed miserably. The Army had only

one fuUy armored unit, and it was tied down at training centers in

the South; no combat planes were available; and, for Panzer divisions,

men maneuvered trucks bearing placards with the word “tank.’’^^

The United States Army numbered little more than a half-million

men, including the National Guard. Chief of Staff General George

Catlett Marshall wanted a force of at least two million, yet enlistments

had been falling off sharply. In May, 1940, a group of eastern gentry,

who had voluntarily undertaken military training at a camp in Platts-

burg. New York, in 1915, turned the occasion of their twenty-fifth

reunion into the start of a campaign for peacetime conscription. Nei-

ther Roosevelt, in an election year, nor Marshall, who did not want

to jeopardize War Department appropriations or break up seasoned

units in order to train draftees, would support such an unpopular pro-

posal. The Plattsburg group, headed by Grenville Clark, a prominent

New York attorney, and Colonel Julius Ochs Adler, publisher of The
New York Times

^

framed their own bill and had it introduced late in

June by Senator Edward Burke, an anti-New Deal Democrat from

Nebraska, and Representative James Wadsworth, a New York Repub-

lican.2®

Opposition to the selective service bill crossed a wide spectrum from

conservatives like Robert Taft to progressives like George Norris. Sen-

ator Wheeler admonished: “If this Bill passes—^it will slit the throat

of the last Democracy still living—^it will accord to Hitler his greatest

and cheapest victory. On the headstone of American Democracy
he will inscribe

—
‘Here Lies The Foremost Victim Of The War Of

Nerves.’ A peacetime draft, opponents charged, could only signify

a step toward involving the United States in the European war, since

this country was not imperiled.^® A conscript force, military experts

22 The New York Times, August 1-27, 1940.

23Langdon Marvin, COHC; James Wadsworth, COHC, pp. 434 ff.; Henry
Hooker to Missy LeHand, May 23, 1940, FDRL PPF 482; Langer and G^leason,

Challenge to Isolation, p. 680; Mark Watson, Chief of Staff, pp. 189—192.
24 Burton K. Wheeler, “Marching Down the Road to War,” Vital Speeches,

VI (1940), 692.
25 “Whom do we fear?” Hamilton Fish asked. “Do we fear Hitler, who seems

afraid to attack England over 20 miles of sea, when he would have 3,000 miles

to cross over here?” Congressional Record, 76th Cong., 3d Sess., p. 11361.
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like Hanson Baldwin argued^ would be useless for modem warfare,

which required not mass armies but skilled, mobile striking forces.

Senator James Murray of Montana protested: “A conscript army

made up of youths trained for a year or two, compared to Hitler’s

army, is like a high school football team going up against the profes-

sional teams they have in Chicago and New York.”^®

Over the summer, as the Nazis poised to invade Britain, support for

the bill mounted. Although mail to congressmen ran 90 per cent

against the measure, polls indicated a rapid shift of opinion in favor

of selective service.^^ Secretary Stimson, another Plattsburg alumnus,

converted President Roosevelt and General Marshall to the conscrip-

tion cause. In mid-September, Congress passed the Burke-Wadsworth

bill. On October 16, men between the ages of twenty-one and thirty-

five registered for America’s first peacetime draft. Ten days later.

Secretary Stimson, blindfolded, reached into a fishbowl to pluck out

the first of the numbers which would determine the order men would

be called into the armed services.

The Japanese viewed the Allied reversals in Europe with imcon-

cealed delight. With France and Holland overrun, and Britain threat-

ened with extinction, Japan might now free itself of dependence on

America for vital resources by reaching into the rice paddies of French

Indochina, the oil fields of the Netherlands East Indies, and the rub-

ber plantations of Malaya. On June 25, 1940, the War Minister,

Gfeneral Shunroku Hata, one of the more moderate of the Japanese

military men, declared: “We should not miss the present opportunity

or we shall be blamed by posterity.” In July, Tokyo compelled the

British to close the Burma Road for three months, cutting off the

trickle of munitions and gasoline to China. That same month, the

military precipitated the fall of the Yonai cabinet and persuaded

Emperor Hirohito, against his better judgment, to name the Army’s

Hanson Baldwin, “Wanted: A Plan for Defense,” Harper^s, CLXXXI
(1940), 225-238; James Murray to Hugh Daly, Augmt 31, 1940, Murray MSS.
Scaiator Gillette of Iowa declared : “This idea of letting the boys sit around for

a year playing stud poker and blackjack is poppycock.” Time, XXXVI (August

12, 1940), 13. John L. Lewis denounced the proposal as “a fantastic suggestion

from a mind in full intellectual retreat.” The New York Times, June 20, 1940.

See National Council for the Prevention of War files. Drawer 84.

27Rowena Wyatt, “Voting Via the Senate Mailbag,” Public Opinion Quar-
terly, V (1941), 373-374.

2® Stimson MS. Diary, July 9, 1940, et seq.
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loice, Prince Fuimmaro Konoye, as Premier. Konoye picked one of

le Army hotspurs. General Hideki Tojo, as his new War Minister,

[id another of the Army’s favorites, Yosuke Matsuoka, as his Foreign

linister. The Japanese policy of moderation had been unable to sur-

Lve the Nazi triumphs in Europe, which, as Grew later noted, had

yone to their heads like strong wine.”^®

Japan’s new militance sharpened a division within the administra-

on over Far Eastern policy. One faction, led by Morgenthau and

timson, pressed for the imposition of economic sanctions on Japan, -

hile Hull and Sumner Welles in the State Department and Ambas-

idor Grew in Tokyo warned that an embargo would not only destroy

hat little strength the moderates in Japan still held but would drive

le Nipponese to attack Singapore and the Indies. Through the first

ight months of 1940, Hull held the upper hand. When in July the

resident signed a proclamation, drafted by Morgenthau, banning the

sport of oil and scrap metals, Welles persuaded Roosevelt to modify

le edict sharply to restrict it to aviation gasoline and only high-grade

on and steel scrap.^°

Yet as the Japanese in the late summer of 1940 moved toward an
lliance with the fascist powers, and tightened the vise on French

ndochina, even their warmest American friends lost faith in their

eaceful intentions. On September 12, Ambassador Grew sent his

Green Light” message. Long an advocate of patient negotiations with

"okyo, and an eloquent opponent of sanctions. Grew had come to feel

tiat Japan could be deterred only by “a show of force, together with

determination to employ it if need be.” Less than two weeks later,

hpponese soldiers ^invaded Indochina. Roosevelt responded on Sep-

smber 26 by slapping a total embargo on the shiprnent of iron and

teel scrap to Japan. The following day, at a great ceremony in Ber-

n, Japan signed a treaty of alliance with the Rome-Berlin Axis. The
tripartite Pact, one section of which appeared to be aimed directly

t the United States, explicitly linked events in Europe and the Far

iast. There was now only one war, Roosevelt concluded, and the de-

29 Langer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, pp. 599, 603, 719-720; F. C.

ones, ]apan*s New Order in East Asia (London, 1954), pp. 165—170; Japan
Chronicle, July 4-19, 1940; Joseph Grew, Turbulent Era, ed. Walter Johnson

2 vols., Boston, 1952), II, 1125.
30 Langer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation, I, 721-722; Herbert Feis, The

load to Pearl Harbor (Princeton, 1950), pp. 89-93.
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mocracies had to unite against a common peril, worldwide in its

scope.^^

Concern over the Axis conquests stepped up the tempo of the great

debate over foreign policy in the United States. The “internationalists,”

who favored aid to Britain, found their stanchest support on the two

coasts and in the South; in university faculties and among cosmopoli-

tan businessmen; with old-stock Americans, who had ties to Britain;

and with anti-Hitler ethnic groups, particularly Jews but including

Poles and others whose countrymen had been overrun by the Nazis.

Although the pro-Allied bloc boasted Republican leaders like Henry

Stimson, its strength centered in the Democratic party.

In May, 1940, internationalists organized the Committee to Defend

America by Aiding the Allies. Its cautious title reflected the views not

only of its chairman, William Allen White, but of most of its members,

who sought to help the European democracies but to stay out of war.

Yet the rhetoric of the White Committee, especially of its New York

branch, often suggested greater militancy. In a slashing advertisement,

the playwright Robert Sherwood charged that anyone who claimed

the Nazis would wait until America was ready to fight them was “ei-

ther an imbecile or a traitor.”^^ That same month, June, 1940, thirty

Americans, known as the Century Group, after the New York club at

which they met, published “A Summons to Speak Out,” which urged

an immediate declaration of war on Germany.^®

The “isolationists,” or “noninterventionists,” had their largest fol-

lowing among Irish and German ethnic groups, among college stu-

dents, and in the Republican party. Although the Midwest was not as

isolationist as it was commonly thought to be, it provided a dispro-

Grew, Turbulent Era, II, 1229; Robert Aura Smith, “The Triple-Axis Pact
and American Reactions,” Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science, CCXV (1941), 127-132; “Axis AUiance, 1940,” Hugh Byas
MSS. For the thesis that the United States misinterpreted the Pact, see Paul
Schroeder, The Axis Alliance and Japanese-American Relations 1941 (Ithaca,

1958).

Walter Johnson, The Battle Against Isolation (Chicago, 1944), p. 85.

Sherwood, who in 1936 had mocked war as an IdioVs Delight, was now the most
effective adversary of the peace groups.

^^The New York Times, June 10, 1940; St. Louis Post-Dispatch, September

22, 1940. One of the thirty was Walter Millis. Cf. Magazine of Wall Street,

LXVI (1940), 333-334.
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rtionate number of the isolationist leaders.®^ Leadership of the isola-

nists had shifted from radical agrarians to conservatives like Senator

belt Taft of Ohio, who distrusted the President’s policies both for-

n and domestic. The progressives and radicals in their camp were

aost all men who had already broken v^th Roosevelt on domestic

[icy—^John L. Lewis, Hugh Johnson, Burton Wheeler, Philip La
Uette, and Norman Thomas—^in addition to the Communists, who
d turned an ideological somersault when the Nazi-Soviet pact was

ned.®®

In July, 1940, a group of Midwestern businessmen, including Robert

ood of Sears, Roebuck and Jay Hormel, the meat packer, established

; America First Committee; its chief organizer, R. Douglas Stuart,

,
was a Yale Law School student and the son of the first vice-presi-

nt of Quaker Oats Company in Chicago. Nearly two-thirds of its

anbers lived in the “Chicago Tribune belt” within three hundred

les of the Windy City. While the committee embraced responsible

ninterventionists like Chester Bowles and Philip Jessup, many of its

pporters believed that a Jewish-British-capitahst-Roosevelt conspir-

yr aimed to plunge the country into war, and General Wood and

rs. Burton Wheeler publicly welcomed the Coughlinites into their

aks. A Kansas leader wrote: “Roosevelt and his wife are Jewish and
LS goes for 90% of his Administration.”®^

The isolationists argued that the war in Europe involved, not an

ocalyptic struggle between democracy and fascism, but, in Senator

On the “isolationism” of the Middle West, see George Grassmuck, Sectional

ues in Congress on Foreign Policy (“The Johns Hopkins University Studies

Historical and Political Science,” LXVIII [Baltimore, 1950]) ; Jeannette

diols, “The Middle West and the Coming of World War II,” Ohio State

chaeological and Historical Quarterly, LXII (1953), 134-135.
*5 Eric Goldman, Rendezvous with Destiny (New York, 1952), p. 382;
eodore Carlson to Stephen Chadwick, October 28, 1939, Chadwick MSS.;
rman Holmes Pearson, “The Nazi-Soviet Pact and the End of a Dream,” in

niel Aaron (ed.), America in Crisis (New York, 1952), pp. 327-348. By
j summer of 1941, business had abandoned its earlier isolationism, in part

:ause of alarm at fascist successes in Europe, in part because Roosevelt’s con-

vative handling of defense mobilization had quieted business fears of wartime

itrols. Roland Stromberg, “American Business and the Approach of War,
35—1941,” Journal of Economic History, XIII (1953), 72—75; Textile World,

1 (May, 1940), 51; Business Week (September 7, 1940), p. 64.
je Wayne Cole, America First (Madison, Wis., 1953), pp. 10-30, 137-138.
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Borah’s words, “nothing more than another chapter in the bloody vol-

ume of European power politics” that had cursed the Old World “from

the Spanish succession to the present hour.” “There is little more de-

mocracy in a British election today than in one of Hitler’s fake plebi-

scites,” wrote Harry Elmer Barnes. They thought it the better part of

wisdom to learn to do business with Hitler; an accommodation with

Germany, reasoned Colonel Charles A. Lindbergh, “could maintain

peace and civilization throughout the world as far into the future as

we can see.” Since the United States had no stake in the conflict, the

President’s actions could be explained only as those of a man “whose

lust for power,” asserted Congressman Carl Curtis of Nebraska, made

him “a rival of Stalin, Hitler, and Mussolini.”®''

In the summer of 1940, the quarrel over foreign policy was exacer-

bated by the quadrennial presidential campaign. Neither of the front

runners for the Republican nomination seemed powerful enough to

defeat Franklin Roosevelt, who many G.O.P. leaders anticipated would

make an unprecedented bid for a third successive term in the White

House. New York’s young district attorney, “Racket Buster” Thomas
Dewey, made an impressive showing in the primaries, but his youth

and inexperience led observers to brush him off as “Buster” Dewey.

Dewey, Secretary Ickes commented, had thrown his diaper in the

ring.®® Dewey’s chief rival, Robert Taft, had made his mark quickly in

the Senate, but his conservatism and his glacial personality made him
an easy target for a captivating campaigner like Roosevelt.

As early as February, 1939, a new element in the Republican party

—the country would one day know them as “Eisenhower Republicans”
—^began to beat the drums for a dark-horse candidate: the utility

executive, Wendell Willkie. As president of the Commonwealth and
Southern Corporation, Willkie had fought the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, in the courts and on ^e public platform. He presented himself

as the most prominent businessman victim of the New Deal, and in

debates with New Deal officials he had acquitted himself well. An In-

diana lawyer who, it was noted, had two farms he actually farmed,

Paul French, Common Sense Neutrality (New York, 1939), pp. 19, 70-72;
The New York Times, August 5, 1940; Congressional Record, 76th Cong., 3d
Sess., p. A6253. Cf. Oswald Garrison Villard to Charles Beard, July 29, 1940,
Villard MSS.; David I. Walsh to Herbert Hoover, October 18, 1939, Walsh
MSS.

38 Ickes, Diary, III, 92.
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i who still had his hair cut country style, Willkie might appeal to

i folks back home. In the next year, Willkie’s friends—Wall Street

estors, anti-New Deal publicists, renegade Democrats—^worked

ietly to win him a following. Willkie himself, especially after a spar-

ng performance on the popular radio quiz program “Information

iase,” attracted younger Republicans like Oren Root, Jr., by his

quent candor and his disheveled charm. Root, a twenty-nine-year-

[ New York lawyer, the grandnephew of Elihu Root, set up the

sociated Willkie Clubs of America, a grassroots fraternity of Ivy

ague graduates.®®

Yet it hardly seemed credible that the Republicans would choose as

iir presidential nominee a man most of the country had never heard

at the beginning of 1940, a lifelong Democrat who had voted for

anklin Roosevelt in 1932 and had but recently changed his party

iliation, a magnate of one of the hated utility companies whose office,

20 Pine, was, as Willkie himself pointed out, just “one block off

all.”^® As late as April, 1940, two months before the G.O.P. conven-

n, Willkie still did not have a single delegate.

Those who discounted Willkie’s chances did not know that the Re-

blican nomination would be decided not in Philadelphia but on the

ttlefields of France. On May 7, on the eve of the German invasion

the Netherlands, Willkie held the support of only 3 per cent of re-

Dndents to a national poll By the end of May, as the Nazi battalions

Dve the British to the sea, he jumped to 10 per cent; on June 12, as

tier’s legions crossed the Marne, he climbed to 17 per cent; and

;ht days later, as the French explored terms of surrender, Willkie

Lped to 29 per cent.^^ The deeper the Panzer divisions drove toward

.ris, the less did young Dewey seem the man for the job. He had

Id no office more important than a county post and his views on

reign policy had jibed with the prevailing winds. One commentary

served acidly: “He is a hard man to imagine in a toga.”^® Nor, as

‘9 Mary Earhart Dillon, Wendell Willkie (Philadelphia, 1952), pp. 122-132.
^0 Fortune, XXI (April, 1940), 47.

Public Opinion Quarterly, IV, 537.
^2 Wolcott Gibbs and John Bainbridge, “St. George and the Dragnet,” New
rker, XVI (May 25, 1940), 24. “Dewey’s emotional immaturity, his remark-

y limited experience, the whole unfini^ed effect of his personality, are the

St striking things about him,” noted one writer. “He is psychically, mentally,

i even physically the typical Young Man of Forty.” Benjamin Stolberg,

homas E. Dewey, Self-Made Myth,” American Mercury, L (1940), 136—137.
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the mood of the country shifted in response to the menace of Nazi

power, did it seem wise to risk nominating a man as relentlessly isola-

tionist as Senator Taft

The G.O.P. convention blew up in the faces of the Old Guard. Two
weeks before the Philadelphia gathering, Willkie still did not have the

vote of a single state. Yet by then, Samuel Pryor, Jr., a businessman

who was a power in Connecticut politics, had used Willkie’s Wall

Street connections to line up delegates, especially in New England, and

some adroit professional politicians had moved into the Willkie camp.

They were buttressed by members of the amateur Willkie clubs who

came to Philadelphia inspired with a zealotry that dumfounded vet-

erans of past Republican parleys. Not only was it impossible for del-

egates to read their mail without going through thousands of telegrams

and letters for Willkie, not only were they unable to find a quiet mo-

ment in the convention hall without hearing the ceaseless roar of “we
WANT willkie” from the yoimg club members in the galleries, but

even when they sent thdr suits to the hotel valet to be pressed, they

returned with Willkie literature in every pocket The combined pro-

fessional-amateur operations overwhelmed the convention. Dewey
jumped to his expected big lead on the first ballot with 360 votes,

followed by Taft’s 189 and Willkie’s 105, but Dewey soon cracked, and
when he did, Willkie men like Minnesota’s Harold Stassen moved
around the floor picking off Dewey delegates with remarkable ease.

On the sixth ballot, the convention named Wendell Willkie the Re-

publican presidential nominee. To balance their internationalist utility

tycoon candidate, the delegates chose Senator Charles McNary, an
isolationist from public power-<X)nscious Oregon, as their vice-presi-

dential candidate.^*

Franklin Roosevelt’s political expectations present an enigma. Well

into 1940, discerning observers believed he would not be a candidate

for a third term.'*^ Harold Ickes has speculated that, even at the last

moment, Roosevelt may have been trying to escape renomination.^®

He appears to have been deeply divided. He sincerely hoped to return

Dillon, Willkie, pp. 133—171; Donald Brace Johnson, The Republican
Party and Wendell Willkie (“Illinois Studies in the Social Sciences,” XLVI
[Urbana, El., 1920]), pp. 67-70, 74-108.
^ Harry Truman to Wilbert McCune, February 14, 1940, Truman MSS.,

Third Term Correspondence; Washington Post, March 15, 1940. Cf. Leon
Henderson MS. Diary, December 11, 1939.

Ickes, Diary, III, 264-265.
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Hyde Park and its hilltop “dream house” which was nearing com-

jtion, yet he was reluctant to surrender the prerogatives of office.

) candidate he encouraged to run—^a Harry Hopkins, a Robert Jack-

ie a William O. Douglas—ever developed a following. Critics have

arged that the President, ravenous for power, planned aU along to

ik another term and deliberately killed off possible rivals. Perhaps

ances Perkins is closer to the mark in reflecting simply: “No head

ie high enough and big enough ... to offer any alternative.”'*®

)osevelt insisted that the Democratic nominee in 1940 be a New
jaler, and he rejected each of the foimidable candidates around

lom the conservatives grouped: Cordell Hull, John Garner, and Jim
rley.^^ Even more crucial was the international situation. As early

the spring of 1939, a veteran Democrat observed after a talk with

cretary of Commerce Daniel Roper: “We also agreed that if there

;re to be another European war the President would be renominated

d reelected.”^® Meanwhile, Roosevelt kept alternative lines of action

en, and calculatedly picked Chicago as the convention site. “I am
t overlooking the fact that Kelly could pack the galleries for us,”

5 President remarked.^®

Sometime toward the end of May, 1940, Roosevelt appears to have

cided, because of the crisis in Europe, to run for re-election. For

ne months, liberal senators like George Norris and James Murray,

imates like Ickes and Corcoran, who wished to preserve both the

;w Deal and their own power, and northern bosses like Frank Hague
d Ed Kelly, who wanted a proven vote-getter, had jumped on the

rd-term bandwagon. Still the President confided in no one.®® He

® Frances Perkins, COHG, VII, 377. Rexford Tugwell has written: “Yet
uggest that Franklin, like others in a similar position, even if almost im-

isciously, had managed, as 1940 had to be planned for, not to have any ac-

itable successor.” Tugwell, The Democratic Roosevelt (Garden City, N.Y.^

)7), p. 490.

’'Bascom Timmons, Garner of Texas (New York, 1948), pp. 246—271;
rdell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (2 vols.. New York, 1948), I, 855—

); T. V. Smith to Chas. I. Francis, February 21, 1940, T. V. Smith MSS.,
c V; Edward Seay to Stephen Chadwick, January 8, 1940, Chadwick MSS.;
).R. to Henry Homer, March 27, 1940, FDRL PPF 2422.

Memorandum, May 19, 1939, Robert WooUey MSS., Box 18.

Ickes, Diary

^

III, 122. There is an excellent discussion of the whole ques-

1 of Roosevelt’s intentions in Bums, Roosevelt, pp. 408—428, 532-533.

'^George Norris to Claude Pepper, August 28, 1939, Lowell Mellett MSS.;
gh Daly to James Murray, June 15, 1939, Murray MSS.; Ickes, Diary, III,

(.
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hoped to meet the third-term issue^ and perhaps his own lingering in-

decision, by being drafted, ostensibly against his will, by a spontaneous

uprising of the delegates. To the very last, Roosevelt refused to lift a

finger to win renomination- When F.D.R. men, anxious about the list-

less, leaderless convention, sought to throw together an organization

to press for the President’s nomination, Roosevelt killed the plan. When
Ickes wired from Chicago, “this convention is bleeding to

DEATH,” Roosevelt ignored him.®^

Roosevelt preferred to carry on the charade of the draft. AJben

Barkley began the proceedings when, at an appropriate moment, he

read* to the bewildered delegates a message from the President stating

he did not desire to run. As the convention sat, stunned, a voice roared

through loudspeakers around the hall: “we want roosevelt!” As a

few delegates started to march down the aisles, the loudspeakers bel-

lowed: “everybody wants roosevelt!” As the parade line length-

ened and gallery spectators began to surge on to the floor, Kelly’s

superintendent of sewers, stationed in the convention basement,

chanted: “the world wants roosevelt!” In a few moments, it was

pandemonium: hundreds of wild, cheering, screeching Democrats

snake-danced up and down the aisles, while from the loudspeakers

came the hoarse cry of “the voice from the sewers”: “roosevelt!

roosevelt! roosevelt!” AU to no avail. An angry, stubborn Jim
Farley insisted that Roosevelt be denied designation by acclamation,

and that his own name be presented to the delegates. The next day,

the convention nominated Roosevelt on the first ballot with 946 votes

to 72 for Farley, 61 for Gamer, 9 for Tydings, and 5 for Hull. Unques-
tionably, the vast majority wanted Roosevelt, but the stratagem of the

“draft” and the chicanery of the Chicago machine embittered many
of the delegates.®*

» Harold Ickes to F.DR., July 16, 1940, FDRL PSF 17. Only Hopkins had
a direct line to the White House from his bathroom in the Blackstone Hotel, but
not even he had any instructions. Ickes hid in his hotel room, because “after all,

it was embarrassing for me, in view of my supposed prominent connection with
the third-term movement, to have to confess that I did not know what was
going on.” Ickes, Diary

^

HI, 246. Gf. Robert Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins
(New York, 1948), pp. 176—177; Paul Appleby, “Roosevelt’s Third Term De-
cision,” American Political Science Review, XL\T (1952), 754—765.

“James A. Farley, Jim Farleys Story (New York, 1948), pp. 271-272;
Bums, Roosevelt, pp. 427-430; Time, XXXVI (July 29, 1940), 14. Thomas
Gore, former Democratic smiator from Oklahoma, wrote: “You know I have
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loosevelt and Vice-President John Gamer had long since parted

For his new running mate, the President selected a committed

IV Dealer, his Secretary of Agriculture, Henry Wallace. Wallace,

Dsevelt believed, would appeal to the Com Belt and, as a trenchant

ifascist, would clarify issues for the country. Party regulars were

last at the choice of an ex-Republican with little political savvy and

eputation for mysticism. Even more to the point, a small army of

n had been working to secure the vice-presidential nomination for

mselves. For a time it appeared that the querulous delegates, testy

:r the displacement of old-time Democrats by New Dealers like Hop-

s, would kick over the traces and nominate Speaker Bankhead of

ibama instead. As Roosevelt listened to the proceedings from Ghi-

jo on the radio, he scribbled out his declination of the nomination.

L the convention floor, Jimmie Byrnes moved from delegation to

egation, saying: “For God’s sake, do you want a President or a

:e-President?” Bullied by the threat Roosevelt might not run, the

ivention designated Wallace with 628 votes to 329 for Bankhead,

t Wallace did not dare make an acceptance speech to the irate del-

Ltes. Apparently checkmated by the failure of the purge in 1938,

osevelt and the New Dealers had demonstrated convincingly that

y still controlled the Democratic party.

iVillkie entered the campaign like a heavyweight challenger prepar-

:
for the big bout He was eager, he annoimced, to take on “the

amp.” A little-known figure but a few months before, Willkie

Lckly elicited an enthusiastic response from millions of middle-class

lericans tired of alphabet agencies, wearied by years of strife, and
ced by the failure of the New Dealers to end the depression. “For
t first time since Teddy Roosevelt,” observed Time, “the Republicans

i a man they could yeU for and mean it”®® With compelling direct-

er doubted for one moment since he was nominated in 1932 that he would
t a third term. . . . Caesar thrice refused the kingly crown—but this

isar^ neverl” Gore to Mary Wyatt, May 16, 1940, Gore MSS. See too John W.
ns to David Reay, July 2, 1940, Reay MSS.
® It was widely noted that Gamer ^d not vote at all in 1940. John Gamer
esse Jones, November 19, 1940, Jones MSS., Box 8.

* Samuel Rosenman, Working with Roosevelt (New York, 1952), pp. 215—
1; Bums, Roosevelt

,

p. 429; The New York Tirrus, July 19, 1940; Henry
llace to Harry Hopkins, August 1, 1940, “Confidential Political File,” Hop-
j MSS.
5 Time, XXXVI (July 8, 1940), 14.
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ness, Willkie charged that the New Deal had lost faith in the potential

of American society. Born of the panic of the depression, it was ori-

ented to security rather than new enterprise, committed to regulating

business rather than liberating it, worried about overproduction when

the nation was at the threshold of an era of abundance. Willkie s mes-

sage scored a hit with many independents: in August, he won the back-

ing of the Cleveland Plain Dealer, which had never before endorsed a

Republican presidential candidate; in September, of The Nm York

Times, which had supported Roosevelt in 1932 and 1936.®^

Willkie cleverly related his assault on the President's failure to re-

store prosperity to the current uneasiness over the state of our defenses.

The New Deal, critics charged, had left the nation vulnerable by pro-

moting internal disunity, squandering billions on unproductive projects^

and shamefully neglecting defenses. Roosevelt, wrote one disgruntled

Democrat, “is our Lfon Blum.”°^ In harping on the defense issue, the

G.O.P. hit the President on an exposed flank, even if he could retort

that he had been more foresighted than they about the need to rearm.

Burned by his experience in World War I, the President was deter-

mined that this new crisis would not spawn a swarm of profiteers; and
fearful that big business might get too much power, he refused to heed

demands that he appoint a defense czar. Even when he brought men
like William Knudsen of General Motors and Donald Nelson of Sears,

Roebuck to Washington to run the mobilization, he insisted he would
do as little as possible to upset “the normal processes of life/’®® In Sep-

tember, 1940, Leon Henderson noted in his diary: “Nelson troubled.

. . . Soon Willkie is going to ask
—‘how are we fixed for war? What

have we got[?]^ And we haven’t even a plan.”®®

But the tide of events was running against Willkie. Even though the

economy responded to war orders with remarkable sluggishness, the

Cleveland Plain Dealer, August 20, 1940; The New York Times, September
19, 1940. He also won a goodly number of Willkie Democrats who were “some-
what a reminder of the McKinley Gold Democrats in 1896/* Theodore Carkon
to Stephen Chad\rick, June 10, 1940, Chadwick MSS.

S’" Theodore Carlson to Stephen Chadwick, May 29, 1940, Chadwick MSS.
Gf. Food Industries, XI (1939), 667.

“I am not looking at anybody,” he joshed reporters in May, 1940, *T am
looking at the ceiling—the answer is that this delightful young lady will not
have to forego cosmetics, lipsticks, ice cream sodas and--{Lattghter]/* PubU^
Papers, IX, 242.

Leon Henderson MS. Diary, September 10, 1940.
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intry sensed in 1940 that the war boom which would terminate the

}ression was now well under way. As Willkie belabored Roosevelt

not eradicating mass unemploymait, thousands of workers streamed

0 California aircraft plants. As Willkie chided the President for inat-

Ltion to defense, a flood of dollar-a-year men—^notably Hopkins’

me businessmen” like W. Averell Harriman of Union Pacific

—

>ved into Washington. When Roosevelt, his long cape flapping in

j breeze, received the salutes of naval oflBcers to the nation’s Com-
mder in Chief, he stole the defense issue away from Willkie. In cam-

Lgn jaunts disguised as “inspection” tours of factories and military

5S, Roosevelt punched home the theme of defense gains while ap-

iling to local pride: “You citizens of Seattle who are listening tonight

you have watched the Boeing plant out there grow. . . . You citi-

is of Southern California can see the great Douglas factories. . . .

lu citizens of Hartford, who hear my words: look across the Gon-

cticut River at the whirring wheels and the beehive of activity which

the Pratt and Whitney plant which I saw today.”^°

Willkie had a hard time finding a viable political position. Old

lard Republicans instinctively distrusted his mercurial temperament

d resented the fact that he had been a Democrat such a short time

fore. “I don’t mind the church converting a whore,” former Indiana

nator Jim Watson had told him blimtly at the G.O.P. convention,

ut I don’t like her to lead the choir the first night!”^^ On the other

nd, voters with harsh memories of Hoover and the Republican party

lestioned the claims to liberalism of a utility tycoon. Democrats

eered that he was “Hopson’s Choice”; that he had “an electric back-

ound, an electric personality and an electric campmgn chest”; that

was, in Ickes’ telling phrase, a “simple, barefoot Wall Street law-
j. 3582

When Willkie was simply a spokesman for business, he had been

se to flay the New Deal with abandon, but, as he stumped the coun-

^ as a candidate, he found that much of the New Deal pattern was

Public Papers, IX, 518.
61 Dillon, Willkie, p. 143. Gf. Henry Evjen, “The Willkie Campaign: An
ifortunate Chapter in Republican Leadership,” Journal of Politics, XIV
952), 241-256.

^^Time, XXXVI (July 8, 1940), 10; (August 26, 1940), 16. The head of a
•ge utility empire, Howard Hopson was sentenced to prison for fraud in 1941.

•
i
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too well accepted to reward criticism. The 1940 Republican platform

had embraced many of the Roosevelt achievements. As Frances Per-

kins read it, she exclaimed: “Well, God’s holy name be praised. No

matter who gets elected we’ve won.”®^ Willkie went well beyond the

G.O.P. platform. In Oregon, the leading foe of public power upheld

the people’s right “to take over the private utilities”; elsewhere he

promised to maintain the Wagner Labor Relations Act, to give govern-

ment aid to agriculture, to extend social security, and “to provide jobs

for every man and woman in the United States willing to work and

to continue public relief to those who could not work.” Such state-

ments helped win him the backing of disaffected union leaders like

John L. Lewis and Harry Bridges, but they did not cut very deeply

into Roosevelt’s labor support. In industrial areas like Chicago’s Union

Stock Yards, workers greeted Willkie with stony silence. In Michigan,

they booed him from factory windows; he was egged in Pontiac, and,

at Grand Rapids, a rock was hurled through a train window. In

Toledo, workers cursed him and shook their fists at 1^; they held up

signs reading “Win What with Willkie?” or “To Hell with Willkie.”®"*

By early autumn Willkie still had not found a winning issue. Even

the third-term question won few voters who did not oppose Roosevelt

on other grounds. In late September, he struck out in a new direction;

he claimed for himself the role of guarantor of peace and excoriated

Roosevelt as a warmonger. Willkie, who, with typically disarming in-

discretion, had made clear earlier in the year that he endorsed Roose-

velt’s internationalist policies, now shouted: “If his promise to keep

our boys out of foreign wars is no better than his promise to balance

the budget they’re already almost on the transports.” In a savage

speech in Baltimore at the close of the campaign, Willkie flatly de-

clared: “On the basis of his past performance with pledges to the

people, if you re-elect him you may expect war in April, 1941.”®®

Willkie’s charges stimg Roosevelt to extravagant replies. “While I

am talking to you mothers and fathers, I give you one more assur-

ance,” the President told a Boston crowd. “I have said this before, but

I shall say it again and again and again: Your boys are not going to be

Frances Perkins, GOHC, VII, 15.

6^ Time, XXXVI (September 30, 1940), 13; Johnson, Willkie, pp. 138-140;

DiUon, Willkie, pp. 201-202, 214-216.

The New York Times, October 23, 31, 1940.
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It into any foreign waxs.”^ On November 2, in Buffalo, Roosevelt

dared: “Your President says this country is not going to war.”®^

Roosevelt won re-election with 27 million votes to Willkie’s 22 mil-

n. His margin was much wider in the Electoral College, where he

ptured 449 to the Republican’s 82. Willkie had cut Roosevelt’s plu-

[ity to the smallest of any winner since 1916. He ran best in the

idwest, where he carried the farms and the country towns, and

lere he picked up the antiwar ballots of German-Americans. He cut

:o Roosevelt’s Irish following; Irish-Americans, who had backed him

)re strongly than any other ethnic group in 1932, had grown more

osperous and tended to take on some of the conservatism of anti-

5w Dealers. They also thought Roosevelt’s foreign policy too Anglo-

ile. Some Italian-Americans, who had been Roosevelt’s most ardent

pporters in 1936, turned against him in 1940 because they resented

B contemptuous implications of the Charlottesville speech. Demo-
itic workers could enter Italian sections of the Bronx only under

lice protection.®®

Roosevelt’s victory was won in the cities. His plurality in New York
ty swung the Empire State into the Democratic column, just as

licago gave him the measure of victory in Illinois, Cleveland in Ohio,

d Milwaukee in Wisconsin. Balloting divided sharply on class lines,

hile the President’s vote fell off in almost every group, he ran almost

weU as he had in 1936 in working-class and lower-middle income

jtricts in the cities. Pittsburgh wards with rentals below $40 a month
ve Roosevelt nearly 75 per cent of the vote; wards with rentals of

5 and up went only 40 per cent for the President. Roosevelt also

Bked up some internationalist ballots: Jews, Yankees on the eastern

Public Papers, IX, 517. Robert Sherwood, who helped write the Boston
jech, later confessed: ‘Tor my own part, I think it was a mistake for him to

so far in yielding to the hysterical demands for sweeping reassurance; but,

fortunately for my own conscience, I happened at the time to be one of those

to urged him to go the limit on this. ... I bum inwardly whenever I think

those words ‘again—^and again—^and again.’ ” Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hop-
IS, p. 201. Yet it should be noted that in the very same address, Roosevelt,

iaking in a city known for the Anglophobia of its Irish-American citizens,

tlined his plans for stepped-up aid to Britain.

Public Papers, IX, 543.

Bums, Roosevelt, pp. 454-455 ; William Allen White, “Thoughts After the

action,” Yale Review, XXX (1941), 225; Eugene Keogh, GOHC, pp. 64-65;

ctor Sholis, Memorandum, n.d. (^r. October, 1940), FDRL PSF 17.
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^aboard—the President actually registered slight gains in northern

New England—and voters with ties to occupied countries like Nor-

way and Poland. Polish precincts in Buffalo ran as high as 25-1 for

Roosevelt, Polish precincts in Hamtramck 30-1.®® Although Will-

kie was a strong foe of racial discrimination, he had little appeal

to Negroes. Of fifteen Negro wards in nine northern cities studied by

Gunnar Myrdal, Roosevelt captured four in 1932, nine in 1936, and

fourteen in 1940.^° Finally, the President attracted many who were

impressed by the humanitarianism of the New Deal. On a nationwide

broadcast on the eve of the election, Carl Sandburg called the Pres-

ident “a not perfect man and yet more precious than fine gold.”^’^

Despite his failure, Willkie had made lasting contributions. He had

speeded the process of making New Deal reforms part of a common

heritage which would not be aflPected by change of the party in power.

He had helped educate the businesanan to a new sense of social re-

sponsibility. Most important, despite his frenzied rhetoric in the last

weeks of the campaign, he had declined to challenge the assumptions

of RoosevelPs internationalist foreign poKcy. Yet this last commitment

had one unfortunate consequence. It convinced a number of Americans

that they had been refused a genuine choice in the decision to support

the Allies, with its risk of involvement in war, since they had been

given two internationalist candidates from whom to choose. At an

America First meeting in Kansas City on June 19, 1941, Senator Nye
declared: ‘1 shall be surprised if history does not show that beginning

at the Republican convention at Philadelphia a conspiracy was car-

ried out to deny the American people a chance to express them-

selves. . . The conviction that they had never been defeated fairly

Samuel Eldersveld, “The Influence of Metropolitan Pluralities in Presi-

dential Elections Since 1920,” American Political Science Review, XLIII
(1949), 1197; Louis Bean, Frederick Mosteller and Frederick Williams, “Na-
tionalities and 1944,” Public Opinion Quarterly, VIII (1944), 368-375;

Samuel Lubell, “Post-Mortem: Who Elected Roosevelt?” Saturday Evening
Post, CCXIII (Janua^ 25, 1941), pp. 91—92, 94. Cf. Irving Bernstein, “John
L. Lewis and the Voting Behavior of the C.I.O.,” Public Opinion Quarterly, V
(1941), 233-249; Paul Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson, and Hazel Gaudet, The
People’s Choice (New York, 1944).

Gunnar Myrdal, An American Dilemma (New York, 1944), p. 268. Gf.

Wm Alexander, COHC, pp. 358 ff.; Crmr,XLVII (1940), 343.

Personal Letters, II, 1086.

Rex Stout (ed.). The Illustrious Dunderheads (New York, 1941), p. 167.

See Thomas Gore to Mary Wyatt, January 22, 1941, Gore MSS.
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d squarely, that they were led into war by an internationalist ininor-

left vestiges of bitterness to be exploited in the years after the war.

Roosevelt, returned to an unprecedented third term, now sought to

hion a global foreign poEcy to contain the fascists. In Tokyo, Joseph

rew, who felt that his eight years of work for peace had ‘heen swept

^y as if by a typhoon with Ettle or nothing remaining to show for it,”

utioned that Japan would not be deterred by bluff. “Only if they

come certain that we mean to fight if caEed upon to do so,” he wrote

B President, “will our preEminary measures stand some chance of

3ving effective and of removing the necessity of war—the old story

Sir Edward Grey in 1914.”^® Within the Administration, advocates

a hard policy pressed for that final economic sanction, an embargo

L oil. “We did not keep Japan out of Indo-China by continuing to

ip scrap-iron, nor will we keep Japan out of the Dutch East Indies

' selling it our oil,” Harold Ickes remonstrated.^^

But the main burden of advice Roosevelt received still cautioned

straint toward Japan. “Any strength that we might send to the Far

ist would, by just so much, reduce the force of our blows against

Bimany and Italy,” Admiral Stark pointed out.^® Admiral James Otto

ichardson, in command of the fleet at Hawau, even wished to return

Lval forces to the Pacific Coast. Roosevelt beHeved that the Japanese

ould be met with firmness—^he ordered Richardson to hold the fleet

Pearl Harbor to deter Japan—but he agreed that a showdown with

Dkyo should be eschewed. Despite the entreaties of men like Ickes,

} continued to permit oil to flow to the island empire.^®

Since resistance to Hitler had priority, the President directed the

78 Grew, Turbulent Era, II, 1256-1257.
Ickes to FJD.R., October 17, 1940, FDRL PSF 17. “Now weVe stopped

•ap iron, what about oU?” Eleanor Roosevelt asked. Eleanor Roosevelt to

D.R., Nov. 12, 1940, FDRL PSF 35.
75 Stark to F.D.R., November 12, 1940, FDRL TuUy Safe File. “If Germany
3uld win in Europe, Japan will run amuck in the Far East,” observed Francis

yre. High Commissioner in Manila, “whereas if England wins, I doubt if

pan will thereafter present much of a problem in this part of the world, . . .

ider no circumstances,” Sayre advised, should the United States “play into

:tler*s hands by being sucked into a war with Japan.” Sayre to F.D.R., No-
mber 13, 1940, FDRL PSF 17.

75 U.S. Congress, Pearl Harbor Attack, Hearings before the Joint Committee
the Investigation of the Pearl Harbor Attack, 79th Cong., 1st Sess., pursuant
S. Con. Res. 27, Part 1, November 15-21, 1945 (Washington, 1946), pp.
4-266; F.D.R. to Eleanor Roosevelt, Novenier 13, 1940, FDRL PSF 35.
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energies of the government to converting the United States into a

“great arsenal of democracy.” He not only announced that half the

coxmtry’s future war production would be allotted to Britain but, in

response to an urgent plea from Winston Churchill, unveiled the star-

tling proposal to lend arms directly to Britain on the understanding

that they would be returned or replaced when the war ended.^^ The

nation still hoped that such subvention would be enough; that without

any commitment of American military or naval forces, the Allies would

be able to overcome the Axis and thus spare the United States the

need to fight. When the William Allen White Committee in November,

1940, suggested it might be necessary for the U.S. Navy to convoy

merchant ships to Britain, White, after first approving the statement,

backed down in a public letter in which he called the convoy scheme

“a silly thing, for convoys, unless you shoot, are confetti and it’s not

time to shoot now or ever. ... If I was making a motto for the Com-
mittee to Defend America by Aiding the Allies,” White added, “it

would be The Yanks Are Not Coming.’ ” Early in January, after

Fiorello La Guardia accused him of “doing a typical Laval,” White

resigned as committee chairman.^®

White’s irresolution represented the feeling of the average Amer-

ican at the end of 1940. He wanted to help Britain, even at the risk

of war, yet he wished too to remain at peace. But it was by no means

clear that economic aid alone would suffice. At a meeting in October,

1940, Secretary Knox burst out: “I can’t escape saying that the English

are not going to win this war without our help, I mean our military

help.” In December, Secretary Stimson reflected that it would be im-

possible to expand production to the levels needed “until we got into

the war ourselves.” By January, even White was writing: “The dicta-

tors are greedy for our wealth and have scorn for our liberty. Sooner

or later we shall have to meet them with arms, how and when I

don’t know.”^® Increasingly, Washington discussed not “whether” but

Public Papers, IX, 563, 605-613, 643; Churchill, Their Finest Hour, pp.
557-569.

Walter Johnson, William Allen White’s America (New York, 1947), pp.

544, 547; F.D.R. to White, June 16, 1941, White MSS., Box 324.

Charles Tansill, Back Door to War (Chicago, 1952), p. 602; Theodore
Carlson to Stephen Chadwick, December 21, 1940, Chadwick MSS.; Langer
and Gleason, Undeclared War, p. 187; Stimson MS. Diary, December 13, 29,

1940; White to Rev. Allen Keedy, January 3, 1941, witer Johnson (ed.),

Selected Letters of William Alien White (New York, 1947), p. 422.
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en” we would enter the war. In the Pacific, the decision to impose

;tions on oil would not long be postponed. Even if such measures

ed the Japanese advance toward the South Seas, war might come
‘ American insistence on the liberation of China.®® In the Atlantic,

iemed absurd to ship arms to Britain and then permit U-boats to

[ them to the bottom of the ocean. Inevitably, lend-lease would

to convoying, and if the Nazi wolfpack menaced the convoy.

Id not U.S. naval vessels have to shoot? As the new Atlantic Fleet,

inized on February 1, 1941, extended its patrol from the blue

Lbbean to the icy waters of Greenland, quasi-beUigerency shaded

war.

Schroeder, Axis Alliance, pp. 203-204.



CHAPTER 14

The Roosevelt Reconstruction: Retrospect

I
N EIGHT YEARS, Roosevelt and the New Dealers had almost rev-

olutionized the agenda of American politics. “Mr. Roosevelt may

have given the wrong answers to many of his problems/’ concluded

the editors of The EconomisL “But he is at least the first President of

modem America who has asked the right questions.” In 1932, men of

acumen were absorbed to an astonishing degree with such questions

as prohibition, war debts, and law enforcement. By 1936, they were

debating social security, the Wagner Act, valley authorities, and public

housing. The thirties witnessed a rebirth of issues politics, and partis

split more sharply on ideological lines than they had in many years

past. “I incline to think that for years up to the present juncture think-

ing Democrats and thinking Republicans had been divided by an im-

aginary line,” reflected a Massachusetts congressman in 1934. “Now
for the first time since the period before the Civil War we find vital

principles at stake.” Much of this change resulted simply from the

depression trauma, but much too cmne from the force of Roosevelt’s

personality and his use of his oflBice as both pulpit and lectern. “Of
course you have fallen into some errors—^that is human,” former Su-

preme Court Justice John Clarke wrote the President, “but you have
put a new face upon the socid and political life of our country.” ‘

^The Editors of tihie Eccmonust, T/t« New Beal (New York, 19S7), p. 149;
Representative Robert Luce to Heibert Glaibome Bell, Novemlter 14, 1934,
PeU MSS., Box 7; Elliott Roosevelt (ed.), His Fersmud Letters, 1920-
1945 (2 vols., New York, 1950), I, 723.
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Franklin Roosevelt re-created the modem Presidency. He took an

£ce which had lost much of its prestige and power in the previous

velve years and gave it an importance which went well beyond what

^en Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson had done. Clinton

ossiter has observed: “Only Washington, who made the office, and

ickson, who remade it, did more than [Roosevelt] to raise it to its

resent condition of strength, dignity, and independence.”^ Under

.oosevelt, the White House became the focus of all government—the

)untainhead of ideas, the initiator of action, the representative of the

ational interest

Roosevelt greatly expanded the President’s legislative functions. In

le nineteenth century. Congress had been jealous of its prerogatives

s the lawmaking body, and resented any encroachment on its domain

y the Chief Executive. Woodrow Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt had

roken new ground in sending actual drafts of bills to Congress and

1 using devices like the caucus to win enactment of measures they

avored. Franklin Roosevelt made such constant use of these tools that

e came to assume a legislative role not unlike that of a prime minister,

le sent special messages to Congress, accompanied them with drafts

f legislation prepared by his assistants, wrote letters to committee

hairmen or members of Congress to urge passage of the proposals,

nd authorized men like Corcoran to lobby as presidential spokesmen

in the Hill. By the end of Roosevelt’s tenure in the White House, Con-

gress looked automatically to the Executive for guidance; it expected

he administration to have a “program” to present for consideration.®

Roosevelt’s most important formal contribution was his creation of

he Executive Office of the President on September 8, 1939. Executive

Drder 8248, a “nearly unnoticed but none the less epoch-making event

Q the history of American institutions,” set up an Executive Office

taffed with six administrative assistants with a “passion for anonym-

ty.”^ In 1939, the President not only placed obvious agencies like the

2 Clinton Rossiter, The American Presidency (Signet edition. New York,

956), p. 114.

^Ihid., pp. 81-84; Edward S. Corwin, The President: Office and Powers

787-1957 (New York, 1957), pp. 274-275. Yet despite the growth of the

Residency, this was a period in which Congress had great influence. Much of

he specific New Deal legislation was the consequence of the work of a Robert

iVagner or a Robert La Follette, Jr. The expansion of the Presidency resulted

n a reinvigoration of the whole political system.

^ Luther Gulick, cited in Rossiter, American Presidency, p. 96.
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White House Office in the Executive Office but made the crucial de-

cision to shift the Bureau of the Budget from the Treasury and put it

under his wing. In later years, such pivotal agencies as the Council of

Economic Advisers, the National Security Council, and the Central

Intelligence Agency would be moved into the Executive Office of the

President Roosevelt’s decision, Rossiter has concluded, ‘‘converts the

Presidency into an instrument of twentieth-century government; it

gives the incumbent a sporting chance to stand the strain and fulfill

his constitutional mandate as a one-man branch of our three-part gov-

ernment; it deflates even the most forceful arguments, which are still

raised occasionally, for a plural executive; it assures us that the Pres-

idency will survive the advent of the positive state. Executive Order

8248 may yet be judged to have saved the Presidency from paralysis

and the Constitution from radical amendment.”®

Roosevelt’s friends have been too quick to concede that he was a

poor administrator. To he sure, he found it difficult to discharge in-

competent aides, he procrastinated about decisions, and he ignored all

the canons of sound administration by giving men overlapping assign-

ments and creating a myriad of agencies which had no clear relation

to the regular departments of government^ But if the test of good

administration is not an impeccable organizational chart but creativity,

then Roosevelt must be set down not merely as a good administrator

but as a resourceful innovator. The new agencies he set up gave a

spirit of excitement to Washington that the routinized old-line depart-

ments could never have achieved. The President’s refusal to proceed

through channels, however vexing at times to his subordinates, resulted

in a competition not only among men but among ideas, and encour-

aged men to feel that their own beliefs might win the day. “You would

be surprised, Colonel, the remarkable ideas that have been turned

loose just because men have felt that they can get a hearing,” one

senator confided.’^ The President’s “procrastination” was his own way

5 Rossiter, American Presidency, p. 100. Cf. Emile Giraud, La Crise de la

democratic et le renforcement du pouvoir exicutif (Paris, 1938).
® “At times Roosevelt acted as if a new agency were almost a new solution.

His addiction to new organizations became a kind of nervous tic which dis-

turbed even avid New Dealers.” Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming of the

New Deal (Boston, 1959), p. 535. Schlesinger has an excellent discussion of

Roosevelt’s administrative talent.
’’ Elbert Thomas to Colonel E. LeRoy Bourne, January 6, 1934, Elbert

Thomas MSS., Box 23.
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th of arriving at a sense of national consensus and of reaching a

dsion by observing a trial by combat among rival theories. Periods

indecision—^as in the spring of 1935 or the begmning of 1938—^were

^vitably followed by a fresh outburst of new proposals.®

Most of all, Roosevelt was a successful administrator because he

txacted to Washington thousands of devoted and highly skilled men.

en who had been fighting for years for lost causes were given a

ance: John Collier, whom the President courageously named Indian

)mmissioner; Arthur PoweU Davis, who had been ousted as chief

gineer of the Department of the Interior at the demand of power

terests; old conservationists like Harry Slattery, who had fought the

Lval oil interests in the Harding era. When Harold Ickes took office

Secretary of the Interior, he looked up Louis Glavis—he did not

en know whether the “martyr” of the Ballinger-Pinchot affair was

ill alive—^and appointed him to his staff.®

The New Dealers displayed striking ingenuity in meeting problems

governing. They coaxed salmon to climb ladders at Bonneville; they

onsored a Young Choreographers Laboratory in the WPA’s Dance

heatre; they gave the pioneer documentary film maker Pare Lorentz

le opportunity to create his classic films The Flow That Broke the

'mns and The River. At the Composers Forum-Laboratory of the Ped-

al Music Project, William Schuman received his first serious hearing.

\ Arizona, Father Berard Haile of St. MichaeFs Mission taught writ-

n Navajo to the Indians.^® Roosevelt, in the face of derision from

rofessional foresters and prairie states’ governors, persisted in a bold

heme to plant a mammoth “shelterbelt” of parallel rows of trees

om the Dakotas to the Panhandle. In all, more than two hundred

illion trees were planted—cottonwood and willow, hackberry and

idar, Russian olive and Osage orange; within six years, the Presi-

ent’s visionary windbreak had won over his former critics. The spirit

® Richard Neustadt, Presidential Power (New York, 1960), pp. 156--158.

^ In Roosevelt’s first year in office, he signed an order restoring Glavis to the

vil service status he had lost when President Taft fired him. Ironically, Ickes

und Glavis as intolerable a subordinate as Taft had, and concluded that he
id “been very unjust to Ballinger all of these years.” The Secret Diary of

arold Ickes (3 vols., New York, 1954), III, 111.

John Collier to Louis Brandeis, April 5, 1937, Brandeis MSS., SC 19.

H. H. Chapman, “Digest of Opinions Received on the Shelterbelt Project,”

mmol of Forestry, XXXII (1934), 952-957; Bristow Adams, “Some Fence!”

ornell Countryman, XXXII (1934), 4; Science News Letter, CXXXIV
938), 409; “Prairie Tree Banks,” American Forester, CXLVII (1941), 177.
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behind such innovations generated a new excitement about the poten-

tialities of government “Once again/’ Roosevelt told a group of young

Democrats in April, 1936, “the very air of America is exhilarating.

Roosevelt dominated the front pages of the newspapers as no other

President before or since has done, “Frank Roosevelt and the NRA
have taken the place of love nests,” commented Joe Patterson, pub-

lisher of the tabloid New York Daily News. At his very first press con-

ference, Roosevelt abolished the written question and told reporters

they could interrogate him without warning. Skeptics predicted the

free and easy exchange would soon be abandoned, but twice a week,

year in and year out, he threw open the White House doors to as many
as two hundred reporters, most of them representing hostile publishers,

who would crowd right up to the President’s desk to fire their ques-

tions. The President joshed them, traded wisecracks with them, called

them by their first names; he charmed them by his good-humored ease

and impressed them with his knowledge of detail. To a degree,

Roosevelt’s press conference introduced, as some observers claimed, a

new institution like Britain’s parliamentary questioning; more to the

point, it was a device the President manipulated, disarmingly and

adroitly, to win support for his program. It served too as a classroom

to mstruct the coimtry in the new economics and the new politics.

Roosevelt was the first president to master the technique of reaching

people directly over the radio. In his fireside chats, he talked like a

father discussing public affairs with his family in the living room. As
he spoke, he seemed unconscious of the fact that he was addressing

millions. “His head would nod and his hands would move in simple,

natural, comfortable gestures,” Frances Perkins recalled. “His face

would smile and light up as though he were actually sitting on the

front porch or in the parlor with them.” Eleanor Roosevelt later ob-

Samuel Rosenman (ed.), The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.
Roosevelt (13 vols., New York, 1938—50), V, 165.

Elmer Gomwdl, Jr., “Presidential News: The Expanding Public Image,”
Journalism Quarterly

,

XXXVI (1959), 275-283; “The Chicago Tribune,”
Fortune, IX (May, 1934), 108; Editor and Publisher, March 4, 1933; Thomas
Stokes, Chip Off My Shoulder (Princeton, 1940), p. 367.

Erwin Ganham, “Democracy’s Fifth Wheel,” Literary Digest, CXIX (Jan-
uary 5, 1935), 6; Douglass Cater, The Fourth Branch of Government (Boston,

1959), pp. 13-14, 142-155; James Pollard, The Presidents and the Press (New
York, 1947), pp. 773-845.
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1

ed that after the President’s death people would stop her on the

et to say “they missed the way the President used to talk to them,

‘/d say ‘He used to talk to me about my government.’ There was a

dialogue between Franklin and the people,” she reflected. “That

ogue seems to have disappeared from the government since he

i

or the first time for many Americans, the federal government be-

le an institution that was directly experienced. More than state and

l1 governments, it came to be the government, an agency directly

ceraed with their welfare. It was the source of their relief pay-

its; it taxed them directly for old age pensions; it even gave their

dren hot lunches in school. As the role of the state changed from

t of neutral arbiter to a “powerful promoter of society’s welfare,”

pie felt an interest in affairs in Washington they had never had

'ranklin Roosevelt personified the state as protector. It became

imonplace to say that people felt toward the President the kind of

5t they would normally express for a warm and understanding

ler who comforted them in their grief or safeguarded them from

m. An insurance man reported: “My mother looks upon the Pres-

at as someone so immediately concerned with her problems and

iculties that she would not be greatly surprised were he to come to

house some evening and stay to dinner.” From his first hours in

ce, Roosevelt gave people the feeling that they could confide in

1 directly. As late as the Presidency of Herbert Hoover, one man,

Smith, had sufficed to take care of all the mail the White House

eived. Under Roosevelt, Smith had to acquire a staff of fifty people

handle the thousands of letters written to the President each week,

osevelt gave people a sense of membership in the national com-

nity. Justice Douglas has written: “He was in a very special sense

;

people’s President, because he made them feel that with him in the

lite House they shared the Presidency. The sense of sharing the

5 Frances Perkins, The Roosevelt I Knew (New York, 1946), p. 72; Bernard

ell. When F,D,R. Died (New York, 1961), p. 161.

5 Felix Frankfurter, “The Young Men Go to Washington,” Fortune, XIII

36), 61; E. W. Bakke, Citizens Without Work (New Haven, 1940), pp.

53.
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Presidency gave even the most humble citizen a lively sense of be-

longing.”^^

When Roosevelt took office, the coimtry, to a very large degree, re-

sponded to the will of a single element: the white, Anglo-Saxon, Protes-

tant property-holding class. Under theNew Deal, new groups took their

place in the sun. It was not merely that they received benefits they

had not had before but that they were “recognized” as having a place

in the commonwealth. At the beginning of the Roosevelt era, charity

organizations ignored labor when seeking “community” representa-

tion,* at the end of the period, no fund-raising committee was com-

plete without a union representative. While Theodore Roosevelt had

founded a lily-white Progressive party in the South and Woodrow
Wilson had introduced segregation into the federal government,

Franklin Roosevelt had quietly brought the Negro into the New Deal

coalition. When the distinguished Negro contralto Marian Anderson

was denied a concert hall in Washington, Secretary Ickes arranged

for her to perform from the steps of Lincoln Memorial. Equal repre-

sentation for religious groups became so well accepted that, as one

priest wryly complained, one never saw a picture of a priest in a news-

paper unless he was flanked on either side by a minister and a rabbi.

The devotion Roosevelt aroused owed much to the fact that the

New Deal assumed the responsibility for guaranteeing every American

a minimum standard of subsistence. Its relief programs represented

an advance over the barbaric predepression practices that constituted

a difference not in degree but in kind. One analyst wrote: “During the

ten years between 1929 and 1939 more progress was made in public

welfare and relief than in the three hundred years after this country

was first settled.” The Roosevelt administration gave such assistance

not as a matter of charity but of right This system of social rights was
written into the Social Security Act Other New Deal legislation abol-

ished child labor in interstate commerce and, by putting a floor under

wages and a ceiling on hours, all but wiped out the sweatshop.^®

Roosevelt and his aides fashioned a government which consciously

^’’Richard Neuberger, “They Lave Roosevelt,” Forum and Century, Cl
(1939), 15; Corwin, The President, p. 471; William O. Douglas, Being an
American (New York, 1948), p. 88.

Josephine Chapin Brown, Public Relief 1929-1939 (New York, 1940), p.

ix; Thomas Paul Jenkin, Reactions of Major Groups to Positive Government



THE ROOSEVELT RECONSTRUCTION: RETROSPECT 333

ight to make the industrial system more humane and to protect

»rkers and their families from exploitation. In his acceptance speech

June, 1936, the President stated: *‘Gk)vemments can err. Presidents

make mistakes, but the immortal Dante tells us that divine justice

dghs the sins of the cold-blooded and the sins of the warm-hearted

different scales.

"Better the occasional faults of a Government that lives in a spirit

charity than the constant omission of a Government frozen in the

of its own indifference.^’ Nearly everyone in the Roosevelt govem-

;nt was caught up to some degree by a sense of participation in some-

ng larger than themselves. A few days after he took office, one of the

)re conservative New Deal administrators wrote in his diary: “This

3uld be a Gov’t of humanity.”^^

The federal government expanded enormously in the Roosevelt

ars. The crisis of the depression dissipated the distrust of the state

lerited from the eighteenth century and reinforced in diverse ways

the Jeffersonians and the Spencerians. Roosevelt himself believed

at liberty in America was imperiled more by the agglomerations of

Lvate business than by the state. The New Dealers were convinced

at the depression was the result not simply of an economic break-

wn but of a political collapse; hence, they sought new political

jtrumentalities. The reformers of the 1930’s accepted almost unques-

>ningly the use of coercion by the state to achieve reforms.^® Even
^publicans who protested that Roosevelt’s policies were snuffing out

lerty voted overwhelmingly in favor of coercive measures.^^

This elephantine growth of the federal government owed much to

e fact that local and state governments had been tried in the crisis

id found wanting. When one magazine wired state governors to ask

eir views, only one of the thirty-seven who replied announced that

the United States, 1930—1940 (University of California Publications in

Htical Science [Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1945]), p. 284.

Public Papers, V, 235; J. F. T. O’Connor MS. Diary, June 25, 1933.

Paul Carter has noted the change in the social gospel. The editors of The
ptist, he has written, “recognized that the transfer of social privilege involves

2 use of social coercion, a fact which the Right and Center of the old Social

>spel had not always faced up to.” Garter, “The Decline and Revival of the

cial Gospel,” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1954).
21 On the compulsory Potato Act, only six Republicans (and just nine Demo-
its) voted in opposition.
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he was willing to have the states resume responsibility for reEef.^

Every time there was a rumored cutback of federal spending for relief,

Washington was besi^ed by deflations of mayors protesting that dty

governments did not have the resources to meet the needs of the im-

employed.

Even more dramatic was the impotence of local governments in

dealing with crime, a subject that captured the national imagination

in a decade of kidnapings and bank holdups. In September, 1933, the

notorious bank robber John Dillinger was arrested in Ohio. Three weeks

later, his confederates released him from jail and killed the Lima,

Ohio, sheriff. In January, 1934, after bank holdups at Racine, Wis-

consin, and East Chicago, Indiana, Dillinger was apprehended in Tuc-

son, Arizona, and returned to the “escape-proof’ jail of Crown Point,

Indiana, reputedly the strongest county prison in the country. A month

later he broke out and drove ofiE in the sheriff’s car. While five thousand

law officers pursued him, he stopped for a haircut in a barber shop,

bought cars, and had a home-cooked Sunday dinner with his family

in his home tovm. When he needed more arms, he raided the police

station at Warsaw, Indiana.

Dillinger’s exploits touched off a national outcry for federal action.

State and local authorities could not cope with gangs which crossed

and recrossed jurisdictional lines, which were equipped with Thomp-
son submachine guns and high-powered cars, and which had a regional

network of informers and fences in the Mississippi Valley. Detection

and punishment of crime had always been a local function; now there

seened no choice but to call in the federal operatives. In July, 1934,

federal agents shot down Dillinger outade a Chicago theater. In Oc-
tober, FBI men killed Pretty Boy Floyd near East Liverpool, Ohio;

in November, they shot Baby Face Nelson, Public Enemy No. 1, near

Mies Center, Illinois. By the end of 1934, the nation had a new kind

of hero: the G-man Melvin Purvis and the chief of the Division of

Investigation of the Department of Justice, J. Edgar Hoover. By the

end of that year, too. Congress had stipulated that a long list of crimes
would henceforth be regarded as federal offenses, including holding up
a bank insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. The

^ Today, III (January 12, 1935), 4.
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lily of a kidnaped victim could call in the federal police simply by

ming National 7117 in Washington.23

Jnder the New Deal, the federal government greatly extended its

ver over the economy. By the end of the Roosevelt years, few ques-

ted the right of the government to pay the fanner millions in sub-

es not to grow crops, to enter plants to conduct union elections, to

ulate business enterprises from utility companies to air lines, or even

compete directly with business by generating and distributing hy-

electric power. All of these powers had been ratified by the Su-

me Court, which had even held that a man growing grain solely

his own use was affecting interstate commerce and hence subject

federal penalties.^* The President, too, was well on his way to be-

oing “the chief economic engineer,” although this was not finally

iblished until the Full Employment Act of 1946. In 1931, Hoover

i hooted that some people thought “that by some legerdemain we
i legislate ourselves out of a world-wide depression.” In the Roose-

t era, the conviction that government both should and could act to

estall future breakdowns gained general acceptance. The New Deal

: a large legacy of antidepression controls—^securities regulation,

iking reforms, imemployment compensation—even if it could not

irantee that a subsequent administration would use them.^®

[n the 1930’s, the financial center of the nation shifted from Wall

eet to Washington. In May, 1934, a writer reported: “Financial

vs no longer originates in Wall Street.” That same month, Fortune

nmented on a revolution in the credit system which was “one of the

jor historical events of the generation.” “Mr. Roosevelt,” it noted,

ized the Federal Reserve without firing a shot” The federal gov-

iment had not only broken down the old separation of bank and

te in the Reserve system but had gone into the credit business itself

a wholesale fashion under the aegis of the RFC, the Farm Credit

3 “The Marines Are Coming,” Fortune, X (August, 1934), 56 ff.; Literary

rest, CXVII (May 5, 1934), 9; CXVIII (July 28, 1934), 6; GXVIII (De-

iber 8, 1934), 7; Time, XXIII (March 12, 1934), 14; Public Papers, III,

: ff.

‘Wickard y. Filbum, 317 U.S. Ill (1942).
3 Sidney Hyman, The American President (New York, 1954), pp. 263-264;
•1 Degler, Out of Our Past (New York, 1959), pp, 391-393. In a few pages,

jler has written the best analysis of the permanent significance of the New
il.
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Administration, and the housing agencies. Legislation in 1933 and

1934 had established federal regulation of Wall Street for the first

time. No longer could the New York Stock Exchange operate as a

private club free of national supervision. In 1935, Congress leveled the

mammoth holding-company pyramids and centralized yet more au-

thority over the banking system in the federal government. After a

tour of the United States in 1935, Sir Josiah Stamp wrote: “Just as in

1929 the whole country was ‘Wall Street-conscious’ now it is ‘Wash-

ington-conscious.’

Despite this encroachment of government on traditional business

prerogatives, the New Deal could advance impressive claims to being

regarded as a “savior of capitalism.” Roosevelt’s sense of the land, of

family, and of the community marked him as a man with deeply in-

grained conservative traits. In the New Deal years, the government

sought deliberately, in Roosevelt’s words, *‘to energize private enter-

prise.” The RFC financed business, housing agencies underwrote home
financing, and public works spending aimed to revive the construction

industry. Moreover, some of the New Deal reforms were Janus-faced.

The NYA, in aiding jobless youth, also served as a safety valve to

keep young people out of the labor market, A New Deal congress-

man, in pushing for public power projects, argued that the coun-

try should take advantage of the sea of “cheap labor” on the relief

rolls. Even the Wagner Act and the movanent for industrial unionism

were motivated in part by the desire to contain “unbalanced and radi-

cal” labor groups. Yet such considerations should not obscure the

more important point: that the New Deal, however conservative it

was in some respects and however much it owed to the past, marked
a radically new departure. As Carl Degler writes: “The conclusion

seems inescapable that, traditional as the words may have been in

which the New Deal expressed itself, in actuality it was a revolutionary

response to a revolutionary situation.”^^

2® Ferdinand Lundberg, “Wall Street Dances to Washington’s Tune,** Literary
Digest^ GXVII (May 12, 1934), 46; “Federal Reserve,** Fortune

,

IX (May,
1934), 65-66, 125; Sir Josiah Stamp, “Six Weeks in America,*’ The Times
(London), July 4, 1935.

Public Papers, IX, 11; Walter Pierce to Bureau of Publicity, Democratic
National Committee, January 4, 1940, Pierce MSS., File 7.1 ; Robert Wagner to

Harold McCollom, April 24, 1935, Wagner MSS.; Sidney Lens, Left, Right &
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Not all of the changes that were wrought were the result of Roose-

it’s own actions or of those of his government. Much of the force

r change came from progressives in GongresSj or from nongovem-

ntal groups like the CJ.O., or simply from the impersonal agency

the depression itself. Yet, however much significance one assigns

5 “objective situation,” it is difficult to gainsay the importance of

>osevelt If, in Miami in February, 1933, an assassin’s bullet had

en true to its mark and John Gamer rather than Roosevelt had en-

:^d the White House the next month, or if the Roosevelt lines had

sicked at the Democratic convention in 1932 and Newton Baker had

en the compromise choice, the history of America in the thirties

>uld have been markedly different.

At a time when democracy was imder attack elsewhere in the

>rld, the achievements of the New Deal were especially significant,

t the end of 1933, in an open letter to President Roosevelt, John

Maynard Keynes had written: “You have made yourself the trustee

r those in every country who seek to mend the evils of our condition

r reasoned experiment within the framework of the existing social

stem. If you fail, rational change will be gravely prejudiced through-

it the world, leaving orthodoxy and revolution to fight it out” In the

5xt few years, teams of foreigners toured the TVA, Russians and

rabs came to study the shelterbelt, French writers taxed Leon Blum
ith importing “Rooseveltism” to France, and analysts characterized

aul Van Zeeland’s program in Belgium as a “New Deal.” Under

oosevelt, observed a Montevideo newspaper, the United States had

5Come “as it was in the eighteenth century, the victorious emblem
round which may rally the multitudes thirsting for social justice and

uman fraternity.”^®

In their approach to reform, the New Dealers reflected the tough-

enter (Hinsdale, 111., 1949), pp. 286 ff.; Degler, Out of Our Past, p. 416. Not
ily did the New Deal borrow many ideas and institutions from the Progressive

a, but the New Dealers and the progressives shared more postulates and values

lan is commonly supposed. Nonetheless, the spirit of the 1930’s seems to me to

; quite different from that of the Progressive era.

^^The New York Times, December 31, 1933; Ludovic Naudeau, “Le Roose-

iltisme ou la troisi^e solution,” UIllustration, XCCV (November 28, 1936),

75; Otto Veit, “Franklin Roosevelts Experiment,” Die Neue Rundschau, XLV
1934), 718-734; Nicholas Halasz, Roosevelt Through Foreign Eyes (Princeton,

361) ;
Donald Dozer, Are We Good Neighbors^ (Gainesville, 1959), p. 30.
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minded, hard-boil^ attitude that permeated much of America in the

thirties. In 1931, the gangster film Public Enemy had given the coxmtry

a new kind of hero in James Cagney: the aggressive, unsentimental

tough guy who deliberately assaulted the romantic tradition. It was a

type whose role in society could easily be manipulated; gangster hero

Cagney of the early thirties was transformed into G-man hero Cagney

of the later thirties. Even more representative was Humphrey Bogart,

creator of the “private eye” hero, the man of action who masks his

feelings in a calculated emotional neutrality.^® Bogart, who began as

the cold desperado Duke Mantee of Petrified Forest and the frighten-

ing Black Legionnaire, soon turned up on the right side of anti-Fascist

causes, although he never surrendered the pose of noninvolvement.

This fear of open emotional commitment and this admiration of tough-

ness ran through the vogue of the ‘T)ead End Kids,” films like Noth^

ing Sacred, the popularity of the St Louis Cardinals’ spike-flying Gas

House G^g, and the “hardboiled” fiction of writers like James Gain

and DashieU Hammett
Unlike the earlier Progressive, the New Dealer shied away from be-

ing thought of as sentimental®® Instead of justifying relief as a hu-

manitarian measure, the New Dealers often insisted it was necessary

to stimulate purchasing power or to stabilize the economy or to “con-

serve manpower.” The justification for a better distribution of income

was neither “social justice” nor a “healthier national life,” wrote Adolf

Berle. “It remained for the hard-boiled student to work out the simple

equation that unless the national income was pretty widely diffused

there were not enough customers to keep the plants going.”®^ The
reformers of the thirties abandoned—or claimed they had abandoned
—the old Emersonian hope of reforming man and sought only to

change institutions.®® This meant that they did not seek to “uplift”

29 Lewis Jacobs, The Rise of the American Film (New York, 1939), pp. 509—
512; Lincoln Kirstein, “James Cagney and the American Hero,” Hound and
Ham, V (1932), 465-^67; Alistair Cooke, A Generation on Trial (New York,
1950), p. 11.

New Deal social worker, obviously moved by something she had seen,
would preface her report apologetically: “At the risk of seeming slobbery ...”
Martha Gellhom to Harry Hopkins, April 25, 1935, Hopkins MSS.

A. A. Berle, Jr., “The Social Economics of the New Deal,** The New York
Times Magazine, October 29, 1933, pp. 4-5.

32 Edgar Kemler, The Deflation of American Ideals (Washington, 1941), p.
69.
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Deople they were helping but only to improve their economic po-

L “In other words/’ TugweU stated blimtly, “the New Deal is

npting to do nothing to people

^

and does not seek at all to alter

way of life^ their wants and desires.”^®

iform in the 1930’s meant economic reform; it departed from the

lodist-parsonage morality of many of the earlier Progressives, in

because much of the New Deal support, and many of its leaders,

red from urban immigrant groups hostile to the old Sabbatarian-

While the progressive grieved over the fate of the prostitute, the

Dealer would have placed Mrs. Warren’s profession under a code

ority. If the archetypical progressive was Jane Addams singing

ward, Christian Soldiers,” the representative New Dealer was

:y Hopkins betting on the horses at Laurel Race Track. When
:tmg FERA in late 1933, Hopkins announced: “I would like to

ide orchestras for beer gardens to encourage people to sit around

king their beer and enjoying themselves. It would be a great un-

loyment relief measure.” “I feel no call to remedy evils,” Ray-

d Moley declared. “I have not the slightest urge to be a reformer,

al workers make me very weary. They have no sense of humor.”®^

espite Moley’s disclaimer, many of the early New Dealers like

>elf and Adolf Berle did, in fact, hope to achieve reform through

aeration: the regeneration of the businessman. By the end of 1935,

New Dealers were pursuing a quite different course. Instead of

npting to evangelize the Right, they mobilized massive political

er against the power of the corporation. They relied not on con-

ing industrial sinners but in using sufficient coercion. New Dealers

Thurman Arnold sought to ignore “moral” considerations alto-

er; Arnold wished not to punish wrongdoers but to achieve price

bility. His “faith” lay in the expectation that “fanatical alignments

/een opposing political principles may disappear and a competent,

TugweU, The Battle for Democracy (New York, 1935), p. 319. “The excuse

LS being in this thing,” Aubrey Williams explained to I^A leaders, “is that

re trying to reform the structure of things rather than try to reform the

le.” National Advisory Committee, NYA, Minutes, August 15, 1937,
les Taussig MSS., Box 6. In a speech to TVA employees, David Lilienthal

led “uplift.” George Fort Milton to Lilienthal, July 10, 1936, Milton MSS.,
20 .

Time, XXIII (January 1, 1934), 10; XXI (May 8, 1933), 10. Gf. Richard
tadter. The Age of Reform (New York, 1955), pp. 300-322.
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practical, opportunistic governing class may rise to power.”^® With

such expectations, the New Dealers frequently had little patience with

legal restraints that impeded action. “I want to assure you,” Hopkins

told the NYA Advisory Committee, ^‘that we are not afraid of explor-

ing anything within the law, and we have a lawyer who will declare

anything you want to do legal.”®®

In the thirties, nineteenth-century individualism gave ground to a

new emphasis on social security and collective action.®’’ In the twen-

ties, America hailed Lindbergh as the Lone Eagle; in the thirties, when

word arrived that Amelia Earhart was lost at sea, the New Republic

asked the government to prohibit citizens from engaging in such “use-

less” exploits. The NRA sought to drive newsboys off the streets and

took a Blue Eagle away from a company in Huck Finn’s old town of

Hannibal, Missouri, because a fifteen-year-old was found driving a

truck for his father’s business. Josef Hofmann urged that fewer musi-

cians become soloists, Hollywood stars like Joan Crawford joined the

Screen Actors Guild, and Leopold Stokov\rski canceled a performance

in Pittsburgh because theater proprietors were violating a union con-

tract®® In New York in 1933, after a series of meetings in Heywood
Broun’s penthouse apartment, newspapermen organized the American

Newspaper Guild in rebellion against the disspiriting romanticism

of Richard Harding Davis.®® “We no longer care to develop the indi-

vidual as a unique contributor to a democratic form,” wrote the mor-

dant Edgar Kemiter. “In this movement each individual sub-man is

important, not for his uniqueness, but for his ability to lose himself

in the mass, through his fidelity to the trade union, or cooperative or-

ganization, or political party.”*®

The liberals of the thirties admired intellectual activity which had

Arnold, Symbols of Government, pp. 270-271. Cf. Sidney Hook, Reason,
Social Myths and Democracy (New York, 1940), pp. 41-61.

National Advisory Committee, NYA, Minutes, August 15, 1935, Charles

Taussig MSS., Box 6.

37 In Ernest Hemingway’s To Have and Have Not, Harry Morgan says: “No
matter how a man alone ain’t got no bloody . . . chance.” Hemingway, To
Have and Have Not (New York, 1937), p. 225.

^^New Republic, XCI (1937), 262; Time, XXIII (February 19, 1934), 14;
Herbert Harris, American Labor (New Haven, 1938), p. 175.

38 Cf. Editor and Publisher, LXATI (December 23, 1933), 7, 28.

^Kemler, DefUaion of Ideals, pp. 109-110. Kanler, it hardly need be said,

grossly overstated his argument.
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1

lirect relation to concrete reality. Stuart Chase wrote of one govem-

int report: “This book is live stuff—^wheelbarrow, cement mixer,

am dredge, generator, combine, power-line stuff; library dust does

t gather here.”^^ If the poet did not wish to risk the suspicion that

i loyalties were not to the historic necessities of his generation, wrote

chibald MacLeish, he must “soak himself not in books” but in the

ysical reality of “by what organization of men and railroads and

icks and belts and book-entries the materials of a single automobile

5 assembled.”^^ The New Dealers were fascinated by “the total man
ys per year for timber stand improvement,” and Tugwell rejoiced

the “practical success” of the Resettlement Administration demon-

•ated by “these healthy collection figures.” Under the Special Skills

vision of the RA, Greenbelt was presented with inspirational paint-

5s like Constructing Sewers^ Concrete Mixer^ and Shovel at Work.

a one occasion, in attempting to mediate a literary controversy, the

itic Edmund Wilson wrote: “It should be possible to convince Marx-

: critics of the importance of a work like ‘Ulysses’ by telling them that

is a great piece of engineering—as it is.”^® In this activist world of

e New Dealers, the aesthete and the man who pursued a life of

intemplation, especially the man whose interests centered in the past,

ere viewed with scorn. In Robert Sherwood’s The Petrified Forest,

Ian Squier, the ineffectual aesthete, meets his death in the desert and
buried in the petrified forest where the living turn to stone. He is an

'chaic type for whom the world has no place.

The new activism explicitly recognized its debt to Dewey’s dictum

: “learning by doing” and, like other of Dewey’s ideas, was subject to

caggeration and perversion. The New Deal, which gave unprece-

ented authority to intellectuals in government, was, in certain impor-

int respects, anti-intellectual. Without the activist faith, perhaps not

early so much would have been achieved. It was Lilienthal’s convic-

Stuart Chase, “Old Man River,” New Republic, LXXXII (1935), 175.

[ speak in dispraise of dusty learning, and in disparagement of the historical

chnique,” declared Tugwell. “Are our plans wrong? Who knows? Can we tell

om reading history? Hardly.” Tugwell, Battle for Democracy, pp. 70—71.
42 MacLeish, A Time to Speak (Boston, 1941), p, 45. Cf. MacLeish, “The

Dcial Cant,” New Republic, LXXIII (1932), 156—158.

^^The New York Times, October 29, 1936; Paul Gonkin, Tomorrow a New
^orld (Ithaca, 1959), p. 196; Edmund Wilson, “The Literary Class War; I,”

ew Republic, IXX (1932), 323.
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tion that “there is almost nothing, however fantastic, that (given com-

petent organization) a team of engineers, scientists, and administrators

cannot do today” that helped make possible the successes of TVA.*^

Yet the liberal activists grasped only a part of the truth; they retreated

from conceptions like “tragedy,” “sin,” “God,” often had small patience

with the force of tradition, and showed little understanding of what

moved men to seek meanings outside of political experience. As sensi-

tive a critic as the poet Horace, Gregory could write, in a review of

the works of D. H. Lawrence: “The world is moving away from Law-

rence’s need for personal salvation; his ‘dark religion’ is not a substitute

for economic planning.”^® This was not the mood of all men in the

thirties—^not of a William Faulkner, an Ellen Glasgow—and many of

the New Dealers recognized that life was more complex than some of

their statements would suggest. Yet the liberals, in their desire to free

themselves from the tyranny of precedait and in their ardor for social

achievement, sometimes walked the precipice of superficiality and phi-

listinism.

The concentration of the New Dealers on public concerns made a
deep mark on the sensibility of the 1930’s. Private experience seemed

self-indulgent compared to the demands of public life. “Indeed the

public world with us has become the private world, and the private

world has become the public,” wrote Archibald MacLeish. “We live,

that is to say, in a revolutionary time in which the public life has

washed in over the dikes of private existence as sea water breaks over

into the fresh pools in the spring tides till eveiything is salt.”^® In the

thirties, the Edna St. Vincent Millay whose candle had burned at both

ends wrote the polemical Conversation at Midnight and the bitter

“Epitaph for the Race of Man” in Wine From These Grapes.

The emphasis on the public world implied a specific rejection of the

^ David Lilienthal, TVA: Democracy on the March (New York, 1944), p. 3.

Waldo Frank, “Our Guilt in Fascism,” New Republic, CH (1940), 603-
608; Murray Kempton, Fart of Our Time (New York, 1955 ) ; p. 2; Cushing
Strout, “The Twentieth-Century Enlightenment,” American Political Science
Review, XLIX (1955), 321—339; Morton White, Social Thought in America
(New York, 1949), p. 241 ; New Republic, LXXIII (1932), 133.

MacLeish mocked “the nineteenth-century poet, the private speaker, the
whisperer to the heart, the unworldly romantic, the quaint Bohemian, the under-
stander of women, the young man with the girl’s eyes.” MacLeish, A Time to

Speak, pp. 62, 88.
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aes of the 1920’ s. Roosevelt dismissed the twenties as decade of

lauch/’ Tugwell scored those years as “a decade of empty progress,

oid of contribution to a genuinely better future,” Morris Cooke de-

red the “gilded-chariot days” of 1929, and Alben Barkley saw the

nties as a “carnival” marred by “the putrid pestilence of financial

auchery.”^^ The depression was experienced as the punishment of

wrathful God visited on a nation that had strayed from the paths

righteousness.^® The fire that followed the Park Avenue party in

omas Wolfe’s You CanH Go Home Again, like the suicide of Eveline

the end of John Dos Passes’ The Big Money, symbolized the holo-

LSt that brought to an end a decade of hedonism.^® In an era of

onstruction, the attitudes of the twenties seemed alien, frivolous, or

he most cutting word the thirties could visit upon a man or institu-

i
—“escapist.” When Morrie Ryskind and George Kaufman, authors

the popular Of Thee I Sing, lampooned the government again in

^em Eat Cake in the fall of 1933, the country was not amused. The
w York Post applauded the decision of George Jean Nathan and

associates to discontinue the American Spectator: “Nihilism, dada-

L, smartsetism—they are all gone, and this, too, is progress.”®® One
H. L. Mencken’s biographers has noted: “Many were at pains to

te him at his new home, telling him he was a sophomore, and those

ting in magazines attacked him with a fury that was suspect because

its very violence.”®^

^Public Papers, V, 179; Tugwell, Battle for Democracy, p. 54; Morris
>ke to Louis Howe, July 3, 1933, Cooke MSS., Box 51; Literary Digest,

XII (July 4, 1936), 27.
8 “We were all miserable sinners,” announced the Harvard economist Oliver

ague. The New York Times, December 10, 1933. Gf. “Special Week of

itence and Prayer, October 2-8,” Federal Council Bulletin, XV (September,

2), 14-15; Milton Garber, Radio Address, 1932, Garber MSS.
® Melvin Landsberg, “A Study of the Political Development of John Dos
SOS from 1912 to 1936” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia Univer-

,
1959).

0 Ehram Motherwell, “Political Satire Scores on the Stage,” Today, 11 (July

1934), 24; The New York Times, November 12, 1933; New York Post,

ss Time (New York, 1936), pp. 317 ff.

1 William Manchester, Disturber of the Peace (New York, 1951), p. 258.

npty stomachs became more important than hurt sensibilities,” commented
! critic. “The vexations and hurt feelings of a Carol Kennecott or the spir-

il frustration of an Amory Blaine in This Side of Paradise, or the frantic

h for personal freedom of a Janet Marsh seemed trifling themes when the
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CtKomentators on the New Deal have frequently characterized it by

that much-abused term “pragmatic.” If one means by this that the

New Dealers carefully tested the consequences of ideas, the term is

clearly a misnomer. If one means that Roosevelt was’ exceptionally

anti-ideological in his approach to politics, one may question whether

he was, in fact, any more “pragmatic” in this sense than Van Buren or

PoUc or even “reform” Presidents like Jackson and Theodore Roosevelt.

The “pragmatism” of the New Deal seemed remarkable only in a dec-

ade tortured by ideology, only in contrast to the rigidity of Hoover and

of the Left.

The New Deal was pragmatic mainly in its skepticism about utopias

and final solutions, its openness to experimentation, and its suspicion

of the dc^mas of the Establishment. Since the advice of economists had

so often been wrong, the New Dealers distrusted the claims of orthodox

theory
—“AU this is perfectly terrible because it is all pure theory, when

you come down to it,” the President said on one occasion—^and they felt

free to try new approaches.®^ Roosevelt refused to be awed by the

warnings of economists and financial ^jperts that government interfer-

ence with the “laws” of the economy was blasphemous. “We must lay

hold of the fact that economic laws are not made by nature,” the

President stated. “They are made by human beings.”®® The New Deal-

ers denied that depressions were inevitable events that had to be borne

stoically, most of the stoicism to be displayed by the most impoverished,

and they were willing to explore novel ways to make the social order

more stable and more humane. “I am for experimenting ... in various

parts of the country, trying out schemes which are supported by reason-

able people and see if they work,” Hopkins told a conference of social

dominant feature of the national scene was twelve million unemployed.” Halford
Luccock, American Mirror (New York, 1940), p. 36. Cf. Margaret Mitchell to

Mrs. Julian Harris, April 28, 1936, Mitchell MSS.
Public Papers, II, 269. “In the months and years following the stock

market crash,” Professor Galbraith has concluded, “the burden of reputable

economic advice was invariably on the side of measures that would make things

worse.” John Kenneth Galbraith, The Great Crash (Boston, 1955), pp. 187—188.

For a typical example, see N. S. B. Gras to Edward Costigan, July 22, 1932,
Gostigan MSS., V.F. 1.

Public Papers, I, 657. The Boston Transcript commented; “Two more
glaring misstatements of the truth could hardly have been packed into so little

space.” J. Joseph Huthmacher, Massachusetts People and Politics, 1919-1933
(Cambridge, 1959), p. 244. Cf. Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers, p. 73.
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kers. “If they do not work, the world will not come to an end/’®^

lardheadedj “anti-utopian,” the New Dealers nonetheless had their

ivenly City: the greenbelt town, clean, green, and white, with chil-

n playing in light, airy, spacious schools; the government project at

igview, Washington, with small houses, each of different design,

>red roofs, and gardens of flowers and vegetables; the Mormon vil-

5S of Utah that M. L. Wilson kept in his mind’s eye—immaculate

nsteads on broad, rectangular streets; most of aH, the Tennessee

ley, with its model town of Norris, the tall transmission towers, the

ite dams, the glistening wire strands, the valley where “a vision of

ages and clean small factories has been growing into the minds of

ughtful men.”®® Scandinavia was their model abroad, not only be-

se it summoned up images of the countryside of Denmark, the beau-

of Stockholm, not only for its experience with labor relations and

ial insurance and currency reform, but because it represented the

iddle way” of happy accommodation of public and private insti-

ons the New Deal sought to achieve. “Why,” inquired Brandeis,

ould anyone want to go to Russia when one can go to Denmark?”®®

iTet the New Deal added up to more than all of this—more than an
>erimental approach, more than the sum of its legislative achieve-

nts, more than an antiseptic utopia. It is true that there was a cer-

1 erosion of values in the thirties, as well as a narrowing of horizons,

; the New Dealers inwardly recognized that what they were doing

i a deeply moral significance however much they eschewed ethical

itensions. Heirs of the Enlightenment, they felt themselves part of a
adly humanistic movement to make man’s life on earth more toler-

e, a movement that might someday even achieve a co-operative

^Public Papers, II, 302; V, 497; Josephine Chapin Brown, Public Relief,

152. Cf. Clarke Chambers, 'TDR, Pragmatist-Idealist ” Pacific Northwest

arterly, LII (1961), 50-55; F. S. G. Northrop, The Meeting of East and
si (New York, 1947), p. 152; Jacob Cohen, “Schlesinger and the New Deal,”

sent,Vlll (1961), 466-468.
* Tugwell, Battle for Democracy, p. 22. This is a vision caught, in different

rs, in the paintings of Paul Sample, Charles Sheeler, Grant Wood, and Joe
tes.

® Marquis Childs, Sweden: The Middle Way (New Haven, 1936); David
ienthal to George Fort Milton, July 9, 1936; Milton to FD.R., July 8, 1936,

Iton MSS., Box 20; Irving Fisher to F.D R., September 28, 1934, Fisher

»S.; John Commons to Edward Costigan, July 25, 1932, Costigan MSS., V.F.

Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Politics of Upheaval (Boston, 1960), p. 221.
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commonwealth. Social insurance, Frances Perkins declared, was “a fun-

damental part of another great forward step in that liberation of hu-

manity which began with the Renaissance.”®^

Franklin Roosevelt did not always have this sense as keenly as some

of the men around him, but his greatness as a President lies in the

remarkable degree to which he shared the vision. “The new deal busi-

ness to me is very much bigger than anyone yet has expressed it,” ob-

served Senator Elbert Thomas. Roosevelt “seems to really have caught

the spirit of what one of the Hebrew prophets called the desire of the

nations. If he were in India today they would probably decide that he

had become Mahatma—^that is, one in tune with the infinite.”®® Both

foes and friends made much of Roosevelt’s skill as a political manipula-

tor, and there is no doubt that up to a point he delighted in schemes

and stratagems. As Donald Richberg later observed: “There would be

times when he seemed to be a Chevalier Bayard, sans petit et sans

reproche, and times in which he would seem to be the apotheosis of a

prince who had absorbed and practiced all the teachings of Machi-

avelli.” Yet essentially he was a moralist who wanted to achieve certain

humane reforms and instruct the nation in the principles of gov-

ernment On one occasion, he remarked: “I want to be a preaching

President—^like my cousin.”®® His courtiers gleefully recounted his

adroitness in trading and dealing for votes, his effectiveness on the

stump, his wicked skill in cutting comers to win a point. But Roose-

velt’s importance lay not in his talents as a campaigner or a manipu-

lator. It lay rather in his ability to arouse the country and, more

spedficaUy, the men who served under him, by his breezy encourage-

ment of experimentation, by his hopefulness, and

—

2l word that would

have embarrassed some of his lieutenants—by his idealism.

The New Deal left many problems unsolved and even created some

perplexing new ones. It never demonstrated that it could achieve pros-

perity in peacetime. As late as 1941, the unemployed still nmnbered six

million, and not until the war year of 1943 did the army of the jobless

57 Frances Perkins, '“Basic Idea Behind Social Security Program,** The New
York Times, January 27, 1935.

Thomas to Colond E. LeRoy Bourne, January 6, 1934, Elbert Thomas
MSS.

5® Donald Richberg, My Hero (New York, 1954), p. 279; Schlesinger, Com-
ing of New Deed (Boston, 1959), p. 558.
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tally disappear. It enhanced the power of interest groups who claimed

speak for millions, but sometimes represented only a small minority

did not evolve a way to protect people who had no such i^okesmen,

>r an acceptable method for disciplining the interest groups. In 1946,

esident Truman would resort to a threat to draft railway workers into

e Army to avert a strike. The New Deal achieved a more just society

^ recognizii^ groups which had been largely unrepresented—staple

rmers, industrial workers, particular ethnic groups, and the new in-

[lectual-administrative class. Yet this was still a halfway revolution;

swelled the ranks of the bourgeoisie but left many Americans—share-

oppers, slum dwellers, most Negroes—outside of the new equilibrium.

Some of these omissions were to be promptly remedied. Subsequent

3ngresses extended social security, authorized slum clearance projects,

id raised minimum-wage standards to keep step with the rising price

v^el. Other shortcomings are understandable. The havoc that had been

)ne before Roosevelt took office was so great that even the unprece-

nted measures of the New Deal did not suffice to repair the damage,

loreover, much was still to be learned, and it was in the Roosevelt

ars that the country was schooled in how to avert another major de-

•ession. Although it was war which freed the government from the

boos of a balanced budget and revealed the potentialities of spend-

g, it is conceivable that New Deal measures would have led the coun-

y into a new cycle of prosperity even if there had been no war.

[arked gains had been made before the war spending had any appre-

able effect. When recovery did come, it was much more soundly based

;cause of the adoption of the New Deal program.

Roosevelt and the New Dealers understood, perhaps better than their

itics, that they had come only part of the way. Henry Wallace re-

arked: “We are children of the transition—we have left Egypt but

2 have not yet arrived at the Promised Land.” Only five years sepa-

ited Roosevelt’s inauguration in 1933 and the adoption of the last of

le New Deal measures, the Fair Labor Standards Act, in 1938. The
ew Dealers perceived that they had done more in those years than

id been done in any comparable period in American history, but they

so saw that there was much still to be done, much, too, that continued

I baffle them. “I believe in the things that have been done,” Mrs.

60 Henry Kariel, The Decline of American Pluralism (Stanford, 1961).
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Roosevelt told the American Youth Congress in February, 1939. “They

helped but they did not solve the fundamental problems. ... I never

believed the Federal government could solve the whole problem. It

bought us time to think.” She closed not with a solution but with a

challenge: “Is it going to be worth while

“This generation of Americans is living in a tremendous moment of

history,” President R(x>sevelt stated in his final national address of the

1940 campaign.

“The suige of events abroad has made some few doubters among us

ask: Is this the end of a story that has been told? Is the book of

democracy now to be closed and placed away upon the dusty shelves

of time?

“My answer is this: All we have known of the glories of democracy

—

its freedom, its efficiency as a mode of living, its ability to meet the

aspirations of the common man—^all these are merely an introduction

to the greater story of a more glorious future.

“We Americans of today—^all of us—^we are characters in the living

book of democracy.

“But we are also its author. It falls upon us now to say whether the

chapters that are to come will tell a story of retreat or a story of con-

tinued advance.”®^

Henry Wallace, The Christian Bases of World Order (New York, 1943),
p. 17; Dorothy Dunbar Bromley, "The Future of Eleanor Roosevelt,” Harper*s,
CLXXX (1939), 136.

Public Papers, IX, 545.
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the London Conference. The second volume. The Coming of the New Deal, is
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Crisis of the Old Order, 1919-1933, and The Politics of Upheaval. The thir-

ties are surveyed, in whole or in part, in Charles and Mary Beard, America in
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York, 1959) ;
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ROOSEVELT AND HIS CIRCLE
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1949)

;
Marriner Eccles, Beckoning Frontiers (New York, 1951); and Louis
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Franklin Carter], The New Dealers (New York, 1934); Robert E. Sherwood,

Roosevelt and Hopkins (New York, 1948); Alfred Rollins, Jr., Roosevelt and

Howe (New York, 1962) ; and Lela Stiles, The Man Behind Roosevelt (Cleve-
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Myers and Walter Newton, The Hoover Administration (New York, 1936);

Harris Warren, Herbert Hoover and the Great Depression (New York, 1959);

Theodore Joslin, Hoover Off the Record (Garden City, N.Y., 1934); and

Edgar Eugene Robinson and Paul Carroll Edwards (eds.), The Memoirs of

Ray Lyman Wilbur, 1875-1949 (Stanford, 1960), survey the Hoover Presi-

dency. Important for conservatism in the 1930’s are George Creel, Rebel at

Large (New York, 1947); Morton Keller, In Defense of Yesterday (New
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and George Wolfskill, The Revolt of the Conservatives (Boston, 1962).

Walter Johnson, William Allen White's America (New York, 1947), and

Johnson (ed.), Selected Letters of William Allen White (New York, 1947),

display a salty Republican progressive. For the 1940 G.O.P. campaign,

see Mary Earhart Dillon, Wendell Willkie 1892-1944 (Philadelphia, 1952),

and Donald Bruce Johnson, The Republican Party and Wendell Willkie

(“Illinois Studies in the Social Sciences,” XLVI [Urbana, I960]).

POLITICS
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Huthmacher, Massachusetts People and Politics, 1919-1933 (Cambridge,

1959); V. O. Key, Jr., Southern Politics (New York, 1949); Samuel Lubell,

The Future of American Politics (New York, 1951); Roy Peel and Thomas

Donnelly, The 1932 Campaign (New York, 1935); and Edgar Eugene Robin-

son, They Voted for Roosevelt (Stanford, 1947). Robert Burke, Olson's New
Deal for California (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1953), and Richard Keller,

“Pennsylvania’s Little New Deal” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia

University, 1960), are valuable for state politics. Personal memoirs include

Tom Connally, as told to Alfred Steinberg, My Name Is Tom Connally (New

York, 1954); James A. Farley, Behind the Ballots (New York, 1938), and

Jim Farley's Story (New York, 1948); Maury Maverick, A Maverick Ameri-

can (New York, 1937); Charles Michelson, The Ghost Talks (New York,

1944); and Jerry Voorhis, Confessions of a Congressman (Garden City, NY.,

1948). Some of the leading figures are studied in Fred Israel, “Nevada’s Key
Pittman” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1959);

Marian McKenna, Borah (Ann Arbor, 1961); and Bascom Timmons, Garner

of Texas (New York, 1948).

SUPREME COURT

Apart from accounts in general works of constitutional history, the best
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books on the Court in the 1930’s are Joseph AIsop and Turner Catledge, The
168 Days {Garden City, N.Y., 1938); John Frank, Mr. Justice Black (New
York, 1949); Eugene Gerhart, Americans Advocate: Robert H. Jackson (In-

dianapolis, 1958); Samuel Hendel, Charles Evans Hughes and the Supreme

Court (New York, 1951); Robert Jackson, The Struggle for Judicial Su-

premacy (New York, 1941); Alpheus Mason, Brandeis: A Free Man’s Life

(New York, 1946), and Harlan Fiske Stone (New York, 1956); Dexter Per-

kins, Charles Evans Hughes and American Democratic Statesmanship (Bos-

ton, 1956); Harlan Phillips (ed.), Felix Frankfurter Reminisces (New York,

1960); and Merlo Pusey, Charles Evans Hughes (2 vols.. New York, 1951).

Few of these works, however, are as penetrating as the better articles in the

law reviews, which are the best source for constitutional issues in this period.

THE ECONOMY

No decade of American history stimulated as many economic studies as the

1930’s, and the historian has available to him innumerable first-rate studies

turned out under the sponsorship either of the National Bureau of Economic

Research or the Brookings Institution. A number of these works are cited in

the footnotes. An especially lucid Brookings study is Lewis Kammel, Federal

Budget and Fiscal Policy 1789-1958 (Washington, 1959). The economic

journals, especially the American Economic Review, are indispensable. Among
the syntheses and monographs on the economy in the thirties, some of the

more helpful are the fifth volume of Joseph Dorfman, The Economic Mind
in American Civilization (New York, 1959); John Kenneth Galbraith, The

Great Crash (Boston, 1955); H. V. Hodson, Slump and Recovery 1929-1937

(London, 1938); Broadus Mitchell, Depression Decade (New York, 1947);

Lionel Robbins, The Great Depression (London, 1934); Kenneth Roose, The

Economics of Recession and Revival (New Haven, 1954); Joseph Schumpeter,

Business Cycles (2 vols., New York, 1939); Henry Villard, Deficit Spending

ind the National Income (New York, 1941); and Thomas Wilson, Fluctua-

tions in Income & Employment (London, 1942)

.

ECONOMIC POLICY

Important analyses or expressions of the new economic viewpoints are

\rthur Bums and Donald Watson, Government Spending and Economic

Expansion (Washington, 1940); Seymour Harris (ed.), The New Economics

(New York, 1947); Richard Gilbert et aL, An Economic Program for Ameri-

:an Democracy (New York, 1938); Alvin Hansen, Full Recovery or Stag-

mtion? (New York, 1938), and Fiscal Policy and Business Cycles (New York,

1941); and Rudolph Weissman (ed.). Economic Balance and a Balanced

Budget (New York, 1940). There is no good history of the NRA or, indeed,
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of most of the individual New Deal operations. For the NRA, see the early

Douglass V. Brown et ah. The Economics of the Recovery Program (New
York, 1934); Leverett Lyon et aL, The National Recovery Administration

(Washington, 1935); Hugh Johnson, The Blue Eagle from Egg to Earth

(Garden City, N.Y., 1935); and Donald Richberg, The Rainbow (New York,

1936) . The most significant studies of the money question are Arthur Whipple

Crawford, Monetary Management under the New Deal (Washington, 1940);

Allan Everest, Morgenthau, the New Deal arid Silver (New York, 1950);

G. Griffith Johnson, Jr., The Treasury and Monetary Policy, 1933-1938

(Cambridge, 1939); James Daniel Paris, Monetary Policies of the United

States 1932-1938 (New York, 1938); Joseph Reeve, Monetary Reform Move^

ments (Washington, 1943); and Ray Westerfield, Our Silver Debacle (New
York, 1936). Monographs on particular topics include Alfred Bemheim and

Margaret Grant Schneider (eds.). The Security Markets (New York, 1935);

Robert Moore Fisher, 20 Years of Public Housing (New York, 1959); J. K.

Galbraith and G. G. Johnson, Jr., The Economic Effects of the Federal Public

Works Expenditures (Washington, 1940); C. Lowell Harriss, History and

Policies of the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation (New York, 1951); David

Lynch, The Concentration of Economic Power (New York, 1946); and

Timothy McDonnell, S.J., The Wagner Housing Act (Chicago, 1957). In-

valuable for insights into the economic policies of the New Deal is “Proceed-

ings of the National Emergency Coimcil December 19, 1933—April 18, 1936”

(Washington, 1955), on microfilm at FDRL.

RELIEF AND SECURITY

Among the numerous accounts of the experience of unemployment, the best

are E. Wight Bakke, Citizens Without Work (New Haven, 1940), and The

Unemployed Worker (New Haven, 1940); Eli Ginzberg, The Unemployed

(New York, 1943); and U.S. Works Progress Administration, The Personal

Side, by Jessie Bloodworth and Elizabeth Greenwood, mimeographed (Wash-

ington, 1939). For the special problems of youth, the most helpful studies

are Kenneth Holland and Frank Ernest Hill, Youth in the CCC (Wash-

ington, 1942); Betty and Ernest K. Lindley, A New Deal for Youth (New
York, 1939); and George Rawick, “The New Deal and Youth” (unpublished

Ph.D. dissertation. University of Wisconsin, 1957). Paul Conkin, Tomorrow
a New World (Ithaca, 1959), is a first-rate study of the New Deal com-

munities. Other significant works on social welfare include Edith Abbott,

Public Assistance (Chicago, 1940); Grace Abbott, From Relief to Social

Security (Chicago, 1941); Grace Adams, Workers on Relief (New Haven,

1939); Louise Armstrong, We Too Are the People (Boston, 1938); Josephine

Chapin Brown, Public Relief 1929-1939 (New York, 1940); Searle Charles,
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'Harry L. Hopkins: New Deal Administrator, 1933-38” (unpublished Ph,D
lissertation. University of Illinois, 1953); Paul Douglas, Social Security in the

Jnited States (New York, 1936); Hallie Flanagan, Arena (New York, 1940);

^orrington Gill, Wasted Manpower (New York, 1939); Harry Hopkins,

pending to Save (New York, 1936) ; Donald Howard, The WPA and Federal

lelief Policy (New York, 1943); Harold Ickes, Back to Work (New York,

935); Mirra Komarovsky, The Unemployed Man and His Family (New
fork, 1940); Lewis Meriam, Relief and Social Security (Washington, 1946);

iidward Ainsworth William^ Federal Aid for Relief (New York, 1939); and
ildwin E, Witte, Development of the Social Security Act (Madison, Wis.,

962).

AGRICULTURE

The Brookings Institution sponsored a number of studies of New Deal farm

olicies; the most important is Edwin Nourse et al.. Three Years of the Agn-
ultural Adjustment Act (Washington, 1937). Gilbert Fite, George N. Peek

nd the Fight for Farm Parity (Norman, Okla., 1954), is an excellent study,

tichard Kirkendall, “The New Deal Professors and the Politics of Agri-

ulture” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1958), is

luminating. Other important studies are Dean Albertson, Roosevelfs Farmer

New York, 1961); Murray Benedict, Can We Solve the Farm Problem?

New York, 1955), and Farm Policies of the United States 1790-1950 (New
'ork, 1953); Benedict and Oscar Stine, The Agricultural Commodity Pro-

rams (New York, 1956); Russell Lord, The Wallaces of Iowa (Boston,

947); Grant McConnell, The Decline of Agrarian Democracy (Berkeley and

lOS Angeles, 1953); Arthur Raper, Preface to Peasantry (Chapel Hill, 1936);

nd Carl Schmidt, American Farmers in the World Crisis (New York, 1941),

lONSERVATION

The major collection of sources is Edgar Nixon (ed.), Franklin D, Roose-

sit and Conservation, 1911-1945 (2 vols., Hyde Park, 1957). Other signifi-

mt contributions are David Lilienthal, TVA: Democracy on the March
Nfew York, 1944); Roscoe Martin (ed.), TVA: The First Twenty Years

University, Ala., and Enoxville, Tenn., 1956); C. Herman Pritchett, The
ennessee Valley Authority (Chapel Hdl, 1943); Joseph Ransmeier, The
ennessee Valley Authority (Nashville, 1942); Anna Lou Riesch, ‘“Conserva-

on under Franklin D. Roosevelt” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University

? Wisconsin, 1952) ; Philip Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots (Berkeley and

os Angeles, 1953); Keimeth Trombley, The Life and Times of a Happy
iberal: A Biography of Morris Llewellyn Cooke (New York, 1954); and

orman Wengert, Valley of Tomorrow (Knoxville, 1952)



360 FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND THE NEW DEAL

LABOR

Milton Berber and Edwin Young (eds.), Labor and the New Deal (Madi-

son, Wis., 1957), is an important collection of essays. Irving Bernstein, The

New Deal Collective Bargaining Policy (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1950),

is a model monograph. The fruits of Sidney Fine’s research have appeared in

a number of articles, notably in the Mississippi Valley Historical Review

(June, 1958), pp. 23'-50,* the Journal of Economic History (September, 1958),

pp. 249-282; and the Michigan Alumnus Quarterly Review (1960), pp. 249-

259. Other studies of value are Robert R. R. Brooks, As Steel Goes . . .

(New Haven, 1940), and Unions of Their Own Choosing (New Haven,

1939); Robert Christie, Empire in Wood (Ithaca, 1956); Walter Galenson,

The CIO Challenge to the AFL (Cambridge, 1960); Herbert Harris, Ameri-

can Labor (New Haven, 1938); Vernon Jensen, Nonferrous Metals Industry

Unionism 1932-1954 (Ithaca, 1954) ;
Alfred Winslow Jones, Life, Liberty, and

Property (Philadelphia, 1941); Matthew Josephson, Sidney Hillman (Garden

City, N.Y., 1952) ; Henry Kraus, The Many and the Few (Los Angeles, 1947);

Sidney Lens, Left, Right & Center (Hinsdale, 111., 1949); Edward Levinson,

Labor on the March (New York, 1938); Ruth McKenney, Industrial Valley

(New York, 1939); James Morris, Conflict within the AFL (Ithaca, 1958);

Philip Taft, The AF. of L. from the Death of Gompers to the Merger (New

York, 1959); Mary Heaton Vorse, Labo'Ps New Millions (New York, 1938);

and James Wechsler, Labor Baron (New York, 1944)

.

POLITICAL FERMENT

For Huey Long, see Forrest Davis, Huey Long (New York, 1935); Harnett

Kane, Louisiana Hayride (New York, 1941); Allan Sindler, Huey Long^s

Louisiana (Baltimore, 1956); and T. Harry Williams, “The Gentleman from

Louisiana: Demagogue or Democrat,” Journal of Southern History, XXVI
( 1960) ,

3-21. The best study of Townsend is Abraham Holtzman, “The Town-

send Movement: A Study in Old Age Pressure Politics” (unpublished Ph.D.

dissertation. Harvard University, 1952). There is no adequate study of

Coughlin, but James Shenton, “The Coughlin Movement and the New Deal,”

Political Science Quarterly, LXXIII (1958), 352'-373; Alfred McClung Lee

and Elizabeth Briant Lee, The Fine Art of Propaganda (New York, 1939);

and Lowell Dyson, “The Quest for Power: Father Coughlin and the Elec-

tion of 1936” (unpublished M.A, essay, Columbia University, 1957), are help-

ful. For various shades of progressivism, see Alfred Bingham and Selden

Rodman (eds.), Challenge to the New Deal (New York, 1934); Paul Carter,

The Decline and Revival of the Social Gospel (Ithaca, 1956); Bruce Bonner

Mason, “American Political Protest, 1932-1936” (unpublished Ph.D. dis-

sertation, University of Texas, 1953); Donald McCoy, Angry Voices (Law-
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ace, ELaiL, 1958); Russel Nye, Midwestern Progressive Politics (Lansing,

51); and Theodore Saloutos and John Hicks, Agricultural Discontent in the

iddle West 1900-1939 (Madison, Wis., 1951). Geoige Mayer, The Political

ireer of Floyd B, Olson (Minneapolis, 1951), is a skillful account. Harper &
others published a series of important studies on the Negro, of which the

ost important is the classic Gmmar Myrdal, An American Dilemma (New
)rk, 1944). For radicalism, see Daniel Aaron, Writers on the Left (New
)rk, 1961); Irving Howe and Lewis Coser, The American Communist

irty (Boston, 1957); Murray Kempton, Part of Our Time (New York,

55); August Raymond Ogden, The Dies Committee (Washington, 1945);

ivid Shannon, The Socialist Party of America (New York, 1955); and

mes Wechsler, The Age of Suspicion (New York, 1953). On the domestic

jcists, especially good is Leo Lowenthal and Norbert Giiterman, Prophets

Deceit (New York, 1949).

rXELLECTUAL CURRENTS

The intellectual history of the 1930’s has yet to be written. Among the

indard accounts are Maxwell Geismar, Writers in Crisis (Boston, 1942);

:o Gurko, The Angry Decade (New York, 1947); and Halford Luccock,

nerican Mirror (New York, 1940). Works that illuminate the intellectual

e of the decade are Harold Clurman, The Fervent Years (New York, 1957)

;

istair Cooke, A Generation on Trial (New York, 1950); Edgar Kemler, The

^flation of American Ideals (Washington, 1941); Max Lemer, Ideas for the

e Age (New York, 1941); Cushing Strout, The Pragmatic Revolt in

nerican History (New Haven, 1958); and Edmund Wilson, The Shores of

ght (New Haven, 1952). Representative expressions of New Deal thinking

e Thurman Arnold, The Folklore of Capitalism (New Haven, 1937), and

le Symbols of Government (New Haven, 1935); Rexford Tugwell, The

ittle for Democracy (New York, 1935); and Henry Wallace, New Frontiers

lew York, 1934).

)REIGN AFFAIRS

The major sources on foreign affairs are the publications of the Depart-

mt of State and the materials yielded by the German and Japanese war

als. The annual volumes of The United States in World Affairs, edited

Whitney Shepardson and William Scroggs for the Council on Foreign Re-

ions, are particularly helpful. The best accounts of Roosevelt’s foreign

licy are Robert Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality (Chicago, 1962); Donald

Timmond, The Passing of American Neutrality 1937-1941 (Ann Arbor,

55); and the authoritative volumes by William Langer and S. Everett

eason. The Challenge to Isolation 1937-1940 and The Undeclared War^
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1940-1941 (New York, 1952-53). Other useful studies are Joseph Alsop and

Robert Eontner, American White Paper (New York, 1940); Allan Nevins,

The New Deal and World Afairs (New Haven, 1950); and Pierre Monniot,

Les ^tats-Unis et la neutrality de 1939 h 1941 (Paris, 1946). Charles Tansill,

Back Door to War (Chicago, 1952), and Charles A. Beard, American Foreign

Policy in the Making 1932-1940 (New Haven, 1946), are critical of Roose-

velt’s policies. Basil Rauch, Roosevelt from Munich to Pearl Harbor (New

York, 1950), replies to Beard.

The ideas of policy makers are set forth in Herbert Feis, Seen from EA.

(New York, 1947); Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (2 vols..

New York, 1948); Nancy Harvison Hooker (ed.). The Mofat Papers (Cam-

bridge, 1956); William Phillips, Ventures in Diplomacy (Boston, 1952);

Francis Sayre, Glad Adventure (New York, 1957); and Sumner Welles, The

Time for Decision (New York, 1944). William Dodd, Jr., and Martha Dodd

(eds.). Ambassador Dodd's Diary, 1933-1938 (New York, 1941), must be

used with caution. An astute commentary is Franklin Ford, “Three Observers

in Berlin: Rumbold, Dodd, and Frangois-Poncet,” in Gordon Craig and

Felix Gilbert (eds.), The Diplomats, 1919-1939 (Princeton, 1953). For

Hoover’s foreign policy, see Richard Current, Secretary Stimson (New Bruns-

wick, 1954); Robert Ferrell, American Diplomacy in the Great Depression

(New Haven, 1957); Elting Morison, Turmoil and Tradition (Boston, 1960);

William Myers, The Foreign Policies of Herbert Hoover (New York, 1940);

and Henry Stimson and McGeoige Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and

War (New York, 1948).

Volumes which treat special phases of Roosevelt’s foreign policy are Robert

Paul Browder, The Origins of Soviet-American Diplomacy (Princeton, 1953);

F. Jay Taylor, The United States and the Spanish Civil War (New York,

1956); H. L, Trefousse, Germany and American Neutrality 1939-1941 (New
York, 1951); and Mark Skinner Watson, Chief of Staff: Prewar Plans and

Preparations (Washington, 1950). For the Good Neighbor policy, see Fran-

cisco Cuevas Cancino, Roosevelt y la Buena Vecindad (Mexico City, 1954);

Alexander De Conde, Herbert HooveFs Latin-American Policy (Stanford,

1951); Donald Dozer, Are We Good Neighbors? (Gainesville, 1959); Edward

Guerrant, Roosevelt?s Good Neighbor Policy (Albuquerque, 1950); Robert

Smith, The United States and Cuba (New York, 1960); and Bryce Wood,

The Making of the Good Neighbor Policy (New York, 1961). E. David

Cronon, Josephus Daniels in Mexico (Madison, Wis., 1960), is an admirable

analysis.

Different aspects of isolationism and pacifism are studied in SeHg Adler,

The Isolationist Impulse (London, 1957); Elton Atwater, American Regula-

tion of Arms Exports (Washington, 1941); Edwin Borchard and William
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Lage, Neutrality for the United States (New Haven, 1940); Wayne Cole
America First (Madison, Wis, 1953); Dorothy Better, Appointment on the
Hill (New York, 1948); and Walter Johnson, The Battle Against Isolation
(Chicago, 1944).

The growing crisis in the Far East is examined in the volumes on Stimson
cited above and in T. A. Bisson, American Policy in the Far East 1931-1941
(New York, 1941); Herbert Feis, The Road to Pearl Harbor (Princeton,
1950); Joseph Grew, Ten Years in Japan (New York, 1944), and Turbulent
Era, edited by Walter Johnson (2 vols., Boston, 1952); and F. C. Jones,
Japan^s New Order in East Asia (London, 1954). Paul Schroeder, The Axis
Alliance and Japanese-American Relations 1941 (Ithaca, 1958), is a well-
reasoned interpretation.
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tion, 173—174; on reality, 341

Chase National Bank, and Pecora in-

vestigation, 20; for recognition of

Russia, 207
Cheever, John, 127

Child labor, and New Deal program,

35 ; and cotton code, 65 ; and NRA,
69; and law in Pennsylvania, 187;

and wages and hours law, 262
China, and Japanese expansion, 212-

213, 226, 289-290; and Open Door
policy, 213-214, 290

Christian Front, 277
Church associations, and Communists,

282
Churchill, Winston, against Munich

settlement, 286; and destroyers for

bases deal, 303-306; and U.S. aid,

324
Cities, urban liberal support for Roose-

velt, 184-185, 321; Negro vote in,

187

Civilian Conservation Corps, and re-

forestation, 11, 174; establishment

of, 53; and soil consei-vation, 174;

quotas on Negroes, 187

Civil liberties, and record of Landon,

175; and Negroes, 186; and court

packing case, 235 ;
protection by Su-

preme Court, 238; and strikers, 242;
and fascism, 275

Civil Works Administration, 121-124
Clapper, Raymond, 272
Clarii, Grenville, 307
Clements, Robert, and Townsend pro-

gram, 103—104; and corruption, 181

Cleveland, Grover, and Silver Pur-

chase Act, 147; and disaffected

Democrats, 178

Coal, and NRA code, 66; and Guffey-

Snyder Act of 1935, 161-162; eni
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ig of coal and iron police in Penn-
^Ivania, 187; see also Miners,

Jnited Mine Workers
)um, Charles, 126
len, Benjamin, and Wall Street reg-

latory legislation, 148—149; and
jgislation on breakup of holding

ompanies, 155; on recession, 247;
nd investigation of economic power,
57

e, G. D. H., 55
lective bargaining, part of New
>eal, 12; guarantee for labor, 57,

8 ; cotton code, and, 65 ; under 7
a) of NIRA, 107; and NLRA, 151

lective Security, and Hull, 203

;

nd arms embargo, 220; and neu-
ality legislation, 225; advocates of,

nd Japan, 290
lier, John, New Deal, and Indians,

6, 329
tins, WDliam, 109
omittee to Defend America by Aid-
ig the Allies, 310, 324
omittee on Economic Security, to

evelop social insurance system, 130
amittee for Industrial Organization
dthin AFL, 111

nmodity Credit Corporation, RFC
jbsidiary, 7 1 ; and loans to farmers,

4
omons, John, 36
nmunists, American, and Bonus
Limy, 13; and unemployed demon-
trations, 25; and 1932 elections,

7; and strikes of 1934, 111-114;
nd Dies, 280-281; strength of,

81—283; and nonintervention, 311

npton, Arthur, repeal of embargo,

23
nstock, William, and bank holiday

1 Michigan, 38
Lgress of Industrial Organizations,

11; supports Roosevelt in 1936,

88-189; bid for power, 239; backs

)lin Johnston, 268; and Commu-
ists, 281, 282; and change, 337
Lgress of United States, and sales

IX fight in 1932, 4; and “lame
uck” session of, 1932-33, 27-28;
pedal session of March 9, 1933,

367

42—44, 45-46, 61; pa<ises farm bill,

51—52; passes public works and re-

lief bill, 52—53; passes HOLA, 53;
passes TVA, 55; passes FDIC, 60;
and relief appropriations, 120, 125;
abolition of Federal Theatre and
Federal Writers’ projects, 127; and
social security legislation, 131—132;
and establishment of Farm Security

Administration, 141 ; legislative pro-
gram of summer, 1935, 150-163;
and “little NRA” legislation, 161—
162; and Bonus BiU, 171; and con-
servation, 173; and civil rights

legislation, 186; and Democratic
victory in 1936, 196; and tariffs,

204; and neutrality legislation, 222,
224—225; and Panay attack, 229;
and Roosevelt, 250-251; appropri-

ation for public works, 257; and
TNEC, 257; and wages and hours

law, 261-263; and New Deal in

1939, 272-273; and reorganization

bill, 278; and repeal of embargo,
294-295; appropriation for defense,

300; and legislative functions of

President, 327
Connally, Tom, Senator, and reputa-

tion of Wilson, 218; and court pack-
ing bill, 234

Connally Act of 1935, 162

Conservation, in New York state, 4;
of soil, and TVA, 55; and Taylor

Act, 86-87 ; and Roosevelt program,

93; under FERA, 123; Soil Con-
servation Act, 172-173; activities

for, 173—174; and AAA statute of

1938, 255

Conservatives, in 1932 elections, 27;

and NIRA, 58 ; on spending, 84-85

;

in Democratic party, 92; and work
relief, 124; attitudes toward social

security legislation, 131; and de-

cisions of Supreme Court, 144; op-

pose Eccles bill, 159-160; opposi-

tion to court packing bill, 234; and
strikes, 242-243 ; and recession, 254,

273 ; and TNEC, 258 ; on wages and
hours law, 261—262 ; and Demo-
cratic party purge of, 266-270; op-
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position to reorganization bill, 277-

280
Construction industry, and federal

housing program, 134-135; in 1937,

244
Consumers, lack of power, 88
Cooke, Alistair, 173

Cooke, Morris Llewellyn, support for

FDR, 13; on Roosevelt and public

power, 157; and REA, 158; and
conservation program, 173—174; on
the 1920’s, 343

Coolidge, Csdvin, 28
Copeland, Royal, and split with Roose-

velt, 252; and bipartisan manifesto,

254
Corcoran, Thomas, and Wall Street

regulatory legislation, 148-149; and
legislation on breakup of holding

companies, 155; on recession, 247,

250; and investigation of economic
power, 257; and Democratic purge
of conservatives, 266 ; and third

term, 315; presidential spokesman,

327
Costigan, Edward, and unemployment

relief, 52; and industrial recovery,

56; and •antilynching bill, 186
Cotton, NRA code, 65; and AAA, 72-

73; compulsory crop reduction, 75;
and contract on tenants, 139; prices

going down, 254
Coughlin, Reverend Charles, support

of, 100-103; for “p^^vailing wage,”

124-125; and Roosevelt, 146, 181-

182; and 1936 elections, 17^184;
retires from politics, 195; and
World Court, 216; and anti-Semi-

tism, 277 ; and reorganization bill,

279
Cotmcil of Economic Advisers, 328
Court packing bill, 231-238
Couzens, James, 191

Cox, James, 200
Cr2me, Hart, 29
Crash of 1929, 1

Crawford, Joan, 340
Creel, George, and 1934 elections in

California, 114-115
Crime, and federal government, ‘334—

335

Croly, Herbert, 34
Crowley, Leo, head of FDIC, opposed

Eccles proposals, 159

Cuba, and U.S. policy, 207-208
Cummings, Homer, Attorney General,

and court packing bill, 232, 234
Gurley, James Michael, 222
Currency, sound, and Hoover, 3 1 ; and

International Economic Conference,
200-203

Currie, Lauchlin, and Banking bill,

158; on recession, 245
Curtis, Carl, 312
Cutting, Bronson, support for FDR,

12; and CWA, 123

Czechoslovakia, and fascist aggression,

224; tension increasing, 269; and
Munich, 285 ; Germany invades, 287

Dahlberg, Arthur, 55
Daladier, Edouard, Premier, and cur-

rency stabilization, 200
Dance Theatre productions, of Federal

Theatre Project, 127, 329
Daniels, Josephus, on Roosevelt, 199;

as Ambassador in Mexico, 209
Danzig, and Hitler, 289, 293
Darrow, Clarence, head of NRRB,

67-68
Daughters of American Revolution,

205
Davey, Martin, 270
Davies, Joseph E., 120
Davis, Arthur Powell, 329
Davis, Chester, director of AAA, 139
Davis, Elmer, on Roosevelt, 10; on

Hoover, 17; on depression, 26-27;
<Mi La Follette, 283

Davis, John W., 178
Davis, Norman, at Nine-Power meet-

ing, 227—228
Davis, Stuart, and Federal Art Project,

128

Declaration of Panama, 296
Defense effort, and Roosevelt, 284;

support for, 287, 299-300; see also

Armaments, Army, Navy
Deficit spending, and New Deal pro-

gram, 12, 36-37; function of, 264;
see also Spending, government

Dcgler, Carl, 336
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De Kooning, Willem, 128
Democratic party, 1932 campaign, 1,

3, 7—9; and federal sales tax, 4; and
A1 Smith in 1932, 5—7; and tariffs

in 1932, 10; victory in 1932, 17;

and radical and conservative lead-

ership, 92 ; and Huey Long, 99-100;
and campaign of Upton Sinclair,

114—115; victory in 1934 elections,

116-117; and disaffected in 1936
elections, 178; and appeal of Union
party, 181-183; Negroes switch to,

187, 272; and union support, 188,

272; and court packing bill, 234;
split in, 252—254; defeats in 1938
elections, 27 1 ; defection on reorgan-

ization bill, 279; and 1940 nomina-
tions, 315—317

Denmark, 299, 345
Depression, and national conventions

of 1932, 9; Hoover’s reaction to,

14-17; winter of 1932-33, 18-19,

22—23; apathetic response to, 26-

30; effect on the jobless, 118-120;
after five years, 124; recession of

1937, 244; impact of, 273; and fas-

cism, 275; and war boom, 319; and
government controls to prevent,

335; as source for reforms, 337;
New Deal attitude to, 344

Dem, George, 56
Destroyers, for England, 303—306
DeVoto, Bernard, 250

John, on prohibition, 9; on
society, 33; on Communists, 282;
and “learning by doing,” 341

Dewey, Thomas, defeated by Lehman,
271; and Republican nomination,

1940, 312-313
Dictatorship, depression and ideas of,

30; and Good Neighbor policy, 210;
fear of, and reorganization bill, 277—
280

Dies, Martin, silver purchase and
fsum surpluses, 83; on Fair Labor
Standards Act, 263; and Un-Amer-
ican Activities Committee, 280-281

Dies Committee, see House Committee
on Un-American Activities

Dillinger, John, 334
Dodd, William, and bankruptcy of po-

369

lidcal parties, 27; on Hitler and
Nazism, 210; and Roosevelt, 211-
212

Domestic Allotment Act, and soil con-
servation, 172—173; see also Sur-
pluses, farm

Dominican Republic, dictatorship of

Rafael Trujillo, 210
Dos Passos, John, disintegration of so-

ciety in UJS.A., 28, 142; and Wil-
son, 218; on the 1920’s, 343

Doughton, Robert, against sales tax, 4;
on Townsend Plan, 105

Douglas, Lewis, influence on economy
bill, 45; on inflation amendment to

farm bill, 50; on spending, 84; res-

ignation of, 91

Douglas, William O., on Securities

Act, 60 ; appointed to Supreme
Court, 238, 274; on recession, 245;
and 1940 Democratic nominations,

315; on Roosevelt, 331—332
Draft, peacetime, opposition to, 307-

308
Dubinsky, David, and industrial union-

ism, 111; and 1936 elections, 188
Duff Cooper, Alfred, against Munich

settlement, 286
Dunne, Vincent Raymond, leader of

Minneapolis strike, 113
Du Pont, Ir6n6e, and American Lib-

erty League, 92
Du Pont brothers, and war profits, 217
“Dust Bowl,” description of, 172
Dust storms, and soil conservation,

172-173

Earhart, Amelia, 340
Earle, George H., on Supreme Court,

171; and “Httle New Deal,” 187

Early, Stephen, aide to Roosevelt, 219
Eastman, Joseph, and railroads, 88;
and reorganization bill, 278

Eaton, Charles, and reorganization

bill, 279
Eccles, Marriner, Governor of Federal

Reserve Board, 158; and new bank-

ing bill, 158-161; and ABA, 177;

on recession, 245-246; and undis-

tributed-profits tax, 260
Economy bill, passage of, 45, 46
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Economy of United States, maturity

of, 29-30; theories on, 34; help

from CWA, 122; and tax laws, 171;

regulation and Supreme Court, 238;

during recession, 249; and TNEG,
257-259; improvement of, in 1938,

263; need for new ideas on, 265;

response to war mobilization, 318-

319; extension of federal control

over, 335

Edclman, John, support for federal

housing, 134

Eden, Anthony, 288

Edgerton, John, 21

Edison, Charles, 47
Education, effects of depression on,

21; and CWA, 121-122; aided by
FERA, 123; sse also National Youth
Administration

Einstein, Albert, 286
“Eisenhower Republicans,” 312

Elections, of 1932, 17; of 1934, 114-

117; Roosevelt victory in 1934, 146

;

of 1936, 177-191 ; Roosevelt victory

in 1936, 195-196; of 1938, 271-

273; of 1940, 321
Electrical industry, and NRA code,

66; imionization of, 240
Electric Auto-Lite, strike in Toledo,

112

Electric Boat Co., and armaments in-

dustry, 217

Electric Home and Farm Authority,

RFC subsidiary, 71

Electric power, development of, 157;

see also REA
EHot, T. S., 126

Embargo, as technique against aggres-

sors, 211; and Neutrality Act of

1935, 219; and Italy, 220; and
Spain, 222; repeat of, 223, 291-

292, 294-295; and Soviet Russia,

296; and Japan, 309, 323
England, and depression, 26; and war

debts, 30; and permanent unem-
ployment, 142; and International

Economic Conference, 200-203;
and Ethiopia, 221; and Spanish
Civil War, 222; and Japan, 291;
declares war on Germany, 293; and

Stimson, 301; and U.S. aid, 304-

305, 310, 324
Ethiopia, crisis in, 218, 219; Italy in-

vades, 220; and partition of, 221

Ethnic groups, for Roosevelt, 184; and
Democratic strength, 272; and aid

to Britain, 310; and 1940 elections,

321-322; and New Deal, 347; see

also Germans, Irish, Italians, Jews,

Negroes, Polish-Americans

Evans, Wsdker, 137
Executive Oflfice of the President, 327

Executive Order 8248, set up Execu-

tive Office, 327-328
Export-Import Bank, RFC subsidiary,

72; and Latin America, 306
Ezekiel, Mordecai, 245

Fair Labor Standards Act, wages and
hours law, 263, 347 ; see also Wages
and hours law

Fairless, Benjamin, 240
Farley, James A., Roosevelt’s man-

ager, 6; on Landon, 175; report on
1936 elections, 195; and purge of

Tydings, 267 ; on reorganization bill,

279-280; and 1940 Democratic
nominations, 315, 316

Farm bloc, power of, 87, 89; claims

of, 254-256
Farm Board, Federal, under Hoover,

48
Farm Bureau Federation, 87
Farm Credit Act, 52
Farm Credit AcWnistration, and farm

mortgages, 52, 193, 336
Farmer, see Agriculture

Farmer-Labor party, Minnesota, and
Roosevelt, 190

Farmers’ Holiday Association, activi-

ties during depression, 24; call for

national farmers’ strike, 51, 74

Farm laborers, excluded by Social Se-

curity Act, 132; and Southern Ten-
ant Farmers’ Union, 138; see also

Agriculture

Farm Security Administration, activi-

ties of, 141 ; appropriation for, 257
Farm strikes, during depression, 24;

to pressure Congress, 51; led by
Communists, 111-112
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Fascism, Gerald L. K. Smith sympa-

thy for, 182; and menace to U.S.,

197; and failure of democracies at

International Economic Conference,

203; and embaurgo, 223; Roosevelt

fear of, during recession, 248;

sources of, in U.S., 275—277; and
Dies Committee, 280; Communists
against, 282; Roosevelt, and resist-

ance to, 286, 289
Fascist powers, as “have nots,” 198;

and effect of reciprocal trade agree-

ments, 205; effects of isolationism,

211, 221; and war, 224; for accom-
modation with, 288—289

Faulkner, William, 342
Federal Alcohol Act, 162
Federal Art Project of WPA, 128

Federal Communications Commission,
91

Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-

tion, creation of, 60; and Eccles

proposals in banking bill, 159; and
state banks, 161

Federal Emergency Relief Administra-

tion, headed by Hopkins, 120-121;

relief activities of, 123—125
Federal Housing Administration, ac-

tivities of, 135; and 1936 elections,

193
Federal Music Project, Composers

Forum-Laboratory, 329
Federal Reserve Board, Governor of,

158; authority of, under Banking

Act of 1935, 160-161; and controls

over credit, 335—336
Federal Reserve System, revision of,

158, 159-160; and Banking Act of

1935, 160-161
Federal Theatre Project of WPA, ac-

tivities of, 126-127; end of, 273
Federal Trade Commission, and Se-

curities Act, 59
Federal Writers’ Project of WPA, 127

Feis, Herbert, and Japan, 290
Feuchtwanger, Lion, 286
Filene, Edward, 190
Financiers, and New Deal program,

36; regulation of securities, 58-60;
S4e also Bankers, Businessmen

Finland, invasion of, 296-297

371

Fireside chats, and Roosevelt, 44, 330-
331

Firestone Tire and Rubber Co., and
United Rubber Workers, 240

Fiscal polides, see Agriculture, Anti*

trust. Banking, Branddsians, Budget
balancing, Defidt spending. Federal

Reserve Board, Inflation, Keyne-
sians, Monopoly, Relief, Sodal se-

curity, Spending, government. Taxes
Fish, Hamilton, on Mexico, 209; and
Ludlow amendment, 230; and reor-

ganization bill, 278
Fisher, Irving, “reflation,” 38; com-

modity doll^LT theories, 78; against

Eccles bill, 159
Fisher, Vardis, 127
Flanagan, Hallie, and Federal Theatre

Project, 126

Fletcher-Raybum bill, 90
Ford, Ford Madox, 128
Ford, Henry, and the jobless of De-

troit, 21; and NRA code, 66; smd
UAW, 240, 241

Foreign policy, of United States, and
isolationism, 198-199; and gold,

200-202 ; reciprocal trade agree-

ments, 204—205 ;
recognition of Rus-

sia, 205-207 ; Good Neighbor policy

toward Latin America, 207—210,

306; embargo on Italy, 220; and
Spanish Civil War, 222-224; and
Japan, 289-291, 309, 323; and Fin-

land, 296-297; and Republican ap-

pointments, 301; and destroyer

deal, 304—305; U.S. as “arsenal of

democracy,” 323—325
Forrestal, James, and Stock Exchange,

90
Fortas, Abe, 76

Fort Peck, Missouri, largest earthen

dam, 157
Fortune magazine, poll on Negro vote,

187; on munition makers, 217
Foster, William Trufant, 36

France, and war debts, 30 ; and Inter-

national Economic Conference, 200-

203; and Ethiopia, 221; and Span-
ish Civil War, 222 ; and Japan, 291

;

capitulates to Germany, 299; Italy

declares war on, 302
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Franco, Francisco, leader of Rebels,

223; hears victory in Spain, 284;

captures Madrid, 287 ; see also

Spanish Civil War
Frank, Jerome, proteg^ of, 64; and

farm reforms, 75-76 ; and plight of

sharecroppers, 139; on recession,

245
Frankfurter, Felix, adviser to Roose-

velt, 36; and Securities Act, 59;
prot6g6s of, 64, 148-149; attacked

by Coughlin, 102; on business’ con-

flict with Roosevelt, 147—148, 150;

and Roosevelt’s tax measure, 152;

appointed to Supreme Court, 238,

274; and flag salute case, 301

French Indochina, and Japan, 308,

309, 323
Frey, John, and wages and hours law,

262

Full Employment Act of 1946, 335

Gallagher, Right Reverend Michael,

supporter of Coughlin, 102; sum-
moned to Rome, 183

Gannett, Frank, on Roosevelt, 100;
and wages and hours law, 261 ; and
reorganization bill, 279; see also

National Committee to Uphold
Constitutional Government

Ganzhom, Ernest, and fanners, 24
Garment industry, and NRA code, 66

;

and industrial unions, 111; and
1936 elections, 188; see also Tex-
tile Workers Organizing Committee

Gamer, John Nance, and Democratic
nominations in 1932, 6-8; and 1934
elections, 116; and Cuba, 208; and
Nye, 217; and court packing plan,

237; and split with Roosevelt, 252;
and repeal of embargo, 292; and
1940 Democratic nominations, 315,

316
Garrison, Lloyd, and labor boards,

107-108
General Electric, and United Elec-

trical and Radio Workers, 240; and
Thurman Arnold, 259-260

General Motors, sit-down strike, 239-
240

George, Walter F., and strips, 239;

and Roosevelt in 1938 primaries,

267
German-American Bund rally, 276
German-Americans, and noninterven-

tion, 310; and Willkie, 321

Germany, and Hitler, 197; and Ver-

sailles Treaty, 198; signs Anti-

Comintern Pact, 215; and Franco,

223, 224; and Weimar Republic,

278; invades Czechoslovakia, 287;

England declares war on, 293 ;
con-

quests of, 299; alliance with Japan,

309; see also Hitler, Nazis

Giannini, Amadeo, for Eccles bill,

160; and Roosevelt in 1936, 190

Gillette, Guy, anti-New Deal, 267;
and 1938 election, 269, 270

Girdler, Thomas, and union, 241

Glasgow, Ellen, 285, 342
Glass, Carter, on bankers, 22; and

Roosevelt’s monetary views, 38; on
NIRA, 58; on FDIC, 60; on NRA
codes, 67; and opposition to Eccles

bill, 159-160; and Nye Committee,

218; and court pacldng bill, 233;

on New Dealers, 253
Glassford, Pelham, and Bonus Army,

14-15

Glass-Steagall banking bill, 60

Glavis, Louis, 329

Gold, and Hoover, 31; flight to Eu-

rope, 39; transactions halted, 42;

Presidential control of, 43 ; U.S.

goes off, 50-51; buying of, 79-82;

repudiation of gold clause uncon-

stitutional, 144; Roosevelt and, 176;

Landon on, 179; and International

Economic Conference, 209-202

Gold Reserve Act, 81-82, 162

Goldsborough, T. Alan, 160

Gompers, Samuel, and industrial

workers, 109

Goodman, Benny, at Carnegie Hall,

176

Gore, Thomas, on accomplishments of

special session of Congress, 61

Government, federal, as institution

under Roosevelt, 331—336

Grand Coulee, Wadiington, public

power plant, 157
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ien, William, and thirty-hour week,

6; and industrial workers, 109;

ind wages and hours law, 262
reenbelt” towns, experiment in ur-

>an planning, 140, 345
sgory, Horace, 342
jw, Joseph, and Japan, 215, 290,

\Q9, 323
swold. A, Whitney, 87-88
>pius, Walter, 286
>sz, George, 286
Bfey-Snyder Act of 1935, and bi-

uminous coal industry, 161-162
[fey-Vinson Act of 1937, 162

jue, Frank, and civil liberties, 275-
76

lie. Father Berard, 329
iti, and United States, 208
Isey, Margaret, 288
milton, John, 1 79
ndlton, Walton, on TNEC investi-

:ations, 258
mmett, Dashiell, 338
asen, Alvin, on imemployment, 265
azel, John, and farmers, 24
rriman, Henry I., and government
pending, 37; and industrial recov-

ry, 56
rriman, W. Averell, 319
rrison, George, and banking bill,

3; at International Economic Gon-
erence, 200

rrison, Pat, and Roosevelt tax pro-

ram, 153, 260
rtford-Empire Go.,' and TNEG, 258
rvey, “Coin,” and silver, 37
ta, Shunroku, 308
tch Act of 1939, on xx)litical activ-

ty of federal employees, 270
/ana Gonference, 306
ditt, Henry, ideas of abandoning
longress, 30
irst, William Randolph, and Dem-
cratic nominations in 1932, 6-8;

nd League of Nations, 10, 198;

nd tax proposab of July, 1935,

52; and World Gourt, 216
lin, Tom, conservative Democrat,
66

Henderson, Leon, on NRA codes, 67-

68 ; on recession, 245—246 ;
on

spending, 256; on mobilization, 318
Herring, E. Pendleton, on power in

government, 88
Highways, built by GWA, 121

Hill, George Washington, 21
Hill, Lbter, New Dealer, 266
Hillman, Sidney, on susp>ension of an-

titrust laws, 57; and industrial un-
ionbm, 111; and 1936 elections,

188-189; and TWOC, 240; and
wages and hours law, 262

Hindemith, Paul, 286
Hirohito, Emperor, 308
Hiss, Alger, and Agriculture Dept.,

76; resignation of, 139
Hitler, Adolf, of Germany, 197, 203;

U.S. attitude on, 198; and rearma-
ment plans, 218, 286; and Spanish
Civil War, 223 ; purge of Nazi lead-

ers, 269; and Hindenburg, 278;
and Austria, 279; and Danzig and
Polish Corridor, 289; warns Latin

America, 306 ; see also Germany,
Nazb

Hoare, Sir Samuel, partition of Ethi-

opia, 221

Hobson, J. A., 36
Hoflfman, Glare, 239
Hofmann, Josef, 340
Holding companies, Roosevelt pro-

gram for breakup of, 154; Congres-

sional action on, 155-156; see also

Power, Utilities

Holland, 299
Holmes, Oliver Wendell, and Cor-

coran, 149; re court packing bill,

234
Home Owners* Loan Act, 53

Home Owners* Loan Corporation, ac-

tivities, 53 ; business basis for activi-

ties, 165; and 1936 elections, 193

Hoover, Herbert, in 1932, 1, 3; and
depression, 13—17; and Roosevelt,

30-32, 184; as leader, 42; on debts,

53; and RFC, 71 ; and Negro vote,

185; on Japanese aggression, 213—

214; on Black appointment, 238;
and government reorganization.
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277; on Nazi assaults on Jews, 285;

and mail at White House, 331

Hoover, J. Edgar, 334
Hooverville, locations of, 2“'3

Hopkins, Harry, social worker, 33

;

and unemployment relief, 52; on
results of 1934 election, 117; head
of FERA, 120-123; on recession,

245, 249; on spending, 256; and
tindistributed-profits tax, 260; on
persistent unemployment, 263; and
purge of conservatives in Demo-
cratic party, 266; WPA as political

machine, 269—270; on the unem-
ployed, 274; appointed Secretary of

Commerce, 274; and 1940 Demo-
cratic nominations, 315; and ap-

proach as reformer, 339, 340, 344-

345
Hopson interests, lobbying on holding-

company bill, 156
Hormel, Jay, 311

Hombeck, Stanley, and Japan, 290

Homer, Henry, bank holiday in Illi-

nois, 39
House, Colonel Edwin, letters from

Roosevelt, 48, 80, 93, 124
House Committee on Un-American
“Activities, 280-281

House of Representatives, United

States, passes banking bill, 44;

passes economy bill, 45 ; passes farm
bill, 49; passes NIRA, 58; passes

Social Security Act, 131-132;

passes NLRB, 15; Democrats rebel

on holding-company bill, 155, 156;

passes Eccles bill, 159; Republicans

against tariff agreements, 204; and
Ludlow amendment, 230 ; and wages

and hours law, 261—262; and reor-

ganization bill, 279; see also Con-
gress

Housing, federal, and New Deal pro-

gram, 12; and vested interests, 88;
and Roosevelt, 93, 147; under

PWA, 133-134; and FHA, 135;

and USHA, 136; and Congress,

250; appropriation for, 257
Houston, Ghajrles, of Howard Univer-

sity, 186

Howard, Charles, of Typographers,

111

Howard, Ebenezer, English garden-

city advocate, 140

Howard, Roy, publisher, and breath-

ing spell for industry, 170; for rec-

ognition of Russia, 205—206
Howard, Sidney, 93
Howe, Frederic, of Consumers* Coun-

sel, 76; firing of, 139

Howe, Louis, aide to Roosevelt, 6;

support for subsistence homesteads,

136

Hughes, Charles Evans, Supreme
Court Chief Justice, 143; and court

packing bill, 237
Hull, Cordell, and prohibition, 9; and

George Peek, 76; policies on trade,

199-200, 203-205; and Interna-

tional Economic Conference, 202;
and Good Neighbor policy, 208-

209, 306; and German policy to

Jews, 210^211; on neutrality legis-

lation, 219; and embargo, 220, 223;
and Nine-Power meeting, 227-228;
and Panay attack, 228; and Japan,

291, 309; and destroyer deal, 305;
and 1940 Democratic nominations,

315,316
Hull House, 33

Hunt, Frazier, 137

Hurley, Patrick, and Bonus Army, 15

Huston, Walter, and Broadway, 93
Hutcheson, Big Bill, and John L.

Lewis, 1 1 0-1 1 1 ; and wages and
hours law, 262

Ickes, Harold, and public works pro-

gram, 70-71; and Hopkins, 125;

and PWA program, 133-134; and
massive low-cost housing, 135; and
Arthurdale, 136; and Negroes, 186,

332; and repeal of embargo, 223,

224; and Japan, 228-229, 323; on
recession, 245, 247, 248; on Roose-
velt, 250, 314; and Democratic
purge of conservatives, 266; and
reorganization bill, 278; on Dies

Committee, 280, 281; on Nazi as-

sault on Jews, 285; on Dewey, 312;
and third term 3 15 ; on Willkie, 319
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immigration policy, U.S., and refugees

from Nazis, 286
indian Reorganization Act of 1934, 86
indians, and New Deal, 86, 329;
aided by CWA, 122

industrial recovery bill, 55—58
industrial Union of Marine and Ship-

building Workers, 106
industrial unionism, and 7 (a) of

NIRA, 107-108; and AFL, 109-

111; and recession, 254; see also

Labor, Unions
nflation, and New Deal, 37-38; sen-

timent for, 50—51, 82; farm sur-

pluses and silver, 83; and Father
Coughlin, 101; Roosevelt’s fear of,

147, 244; and recession, 244
ngersoll. Captain R. E., United
States Navy, and Panay attack, 228

nsull, Samuel, and collapse of his

utility holding company, 20-2 1, 36
nsurance, social, see Social insurance

ntellectual, in government. Brain
Trust, 64; and regular Democrats,
253-254; and reorganization of gov-

ernment, 278; and New Deal, 347
ntellectuals, pro-Loyalist, 224; and
Communist influence, 282

nterior Department, USHA, public

corporation under, 135-136
ntemational Economic Conference of

1933, failure of, 199-202
ntemationalists, and Roosevelt, 198,

199, 211-212; and Hull, 203-204,

205; Neutrality Act of 1935, 220;
and “quarantine** of war, 22^227;
support for defense, 287; and aid

to Britain, 310
owaj Farmers^ Union, 24
rish-Americans, and anti-Semitism,

27)7; and nonintervention, 310; and
WilUd^ 321 ; see also CatiLolics

solationists, and Roosevelt, 198, 199,

210, 211, 226-227, 284, 287; and
fascist expansion, 211; and Japa-
nese conquests, 215; and World
Court, 215—217; and neutrality leg-

islation, 218, 220, 222; and invasion

of Ethiopia, 221; and Panay attack,

229; and Ludlow amendment, 230;
and National Progressives of Amer-

375

ica, 283; and repeal of embargo,

291, 292, 294-295; and aid to Fin-

land, 297 ; and destroyer deal, 304;
for nonintervention, 310—312

Italian-Americans, and policy toward
Italy, 221 ; and Democratic strength,

272; and WiUkie, 321

Italy, and Versailles Treaty, 198; in-

vades Ethiopia, 220; and Franco,

223, 224; grab^ Albania, 287; de-

clares war on France, 302; alliance

with Japan, 309; see also Mussolini,

Benito

Jackson, Gardner “Pat,** of Consum-
ers’ Counsel, 76; firing of, 139

Jackson, Robert, on recession, 245,

247, 248; on trusts, 246-247, 265;
and investigation of economic
power, 257; and destroyer deal, 304;

and 1940 Democratic nominations,

315,317
Japan, and League of Nations, 196,

227; and Versailles Treaty, 198;
military expeditions of, 212—213,

226, 289-290; and Naval Treaties,

215; signs Anti-Comintem Pact,

215; bombs U.S.S. Panay, 228-229;
and Sprady Islands, 287, 290; and
alliance with fascists, 308-309; and
U.S. foreign policy, 289-291, 309,

323

Jessup, Hiilip, 311

Jews, treatment of, in Germany, 197,

210-211, 285; and anti-Semitism in

U3., 276-277; and aid to Britain,

310; and 1940 elections, 321

Jobless, see Unemployed
Johnson, Gerald, on businessman, 22;

on depression, 26 ; on Roosevelt, 44
Johnson, Hiram, support for Roose-

velt, 12; on Hoover, 16; on “lame

duck” session of Congress, 28; and
1936 elections, 191 ; and Senate iso-

latitmists, 211; on World Court,

216; on triumph of isolationism,

220; and court packing bill, 238

Johnson, Hugh, on Frankfurter, 64;
head of NBA, 64^-68 ; blasts Cough-
lin and Long, 102; and labor

I

1

W
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boards, 107; on strikes, 108; and
NLRB, 150; and Supreme Court,

236 ; on competition, 246 ; on Roose-

velt, 250; on New Dealers, 266; on
nonintervention, 311

Johnston, Olin, Governor of South
Carolina, 268

Jones, Jesse, and RFC, 71-72; and
farmers, 74; and gold buying, 79-

82; against Eccles bill, 159

Jones and Laughlin, and SWOC, 240
Judiciary, Roosevelt program to re-

form, 232-233; see also Court pack-

ing bill

Kaltenbom, HL V., 293
Kaufman, George, 343
Kelley, Florence, reformer, 191, 339
Kellogg-Briand Pact, 212, 213
Kennedy, Joseph, and embargo pol-

icy, 223; and undistributed-profits

tax, 260; and f^cism, 288; and de-

feat of England, 303
Kennedy, Martin, and repeal of em-

bargo, 291

Kennedy, Thomas, and unions, 242
Kem, Jerome, 93

Kerr«imith Tobacco Control Act, 75

Keynes, John Maynard, on govern-

ment spending, 36, 245-246, 264;
on gold buying, 81 ; on banking bill,

158; and Roosevelt, 202, 337
Keynesians, and banking biU, 158; and

tax program, 171; and government
spending, 245-246, 264

Kieran, James, coined drains trust,”

32

ELingsley, Sidney, 93
Knox, Frank, Republican vice-presi-

dential candidate in 1936, 175;
Secretary of Navy, 301; on aid to

England, 324
Knudsen, William, 318
Konoye, Prince Fumimaro, 309
Kovelesld, Emanuel, president of

New York Bartenders* Union, 46
Kreuger, Ivar, 20
Krock, Arthur, on Hugh Johnson and
NRA, 67

Ku Klux Klan, Landon against, 175;
and Black, 238

Kuniyoshi, Yasuo, and Federal Art

Project, 128

Labor, and New Deal program, 35,

347; support by Wagner, 57; and
unionism, 107—109; support of

Brandeisians, 148; and NLRB, 150-

151; and Walsh-Healey Act, 162;

and Roosevelt victory in 1936, 189—

190; and Supreme Court decisions,

231 ; and wages and hours law, 262

;

source of Dembcratic strength, 272;
and 1940 elections, 321; and charr

ity organizations, 332; see also Un-
ions

Labor Boards, creation of, under 7 (a)

of NIRA, 107-108
Labor’s Non-Partisan League, to re-

elect Roosevelt, 188-189
La FoUette, Philip, defeated in 1932,

27; and 1936 election, 191; de-

feated in 1938, 271, 284; on failure

of New Deal, 283; and noninter-

vention, 311
La Follette, Robert, Jn, and Roose-

velt, 12, 147; opposes deficit spend-

ing, 37; and unemployment relief,

52; and industrial recovery, 56; on
NIRA, 58; as progressive, 84; and
CWA, 123; and Roosevelt tax pro-

gram, 153; and 1936 election, 191;
and workers, 242 ;

and housing, 283

La Follette Progressive Party, Wiscon-

sin, and Roosevelt, 190
La Guardia, Fiorello, against sales tax,

4; opposes deficit spending, 37; on
German treatment of Jews, 211; on
unemployment, 263; and aid to

England, 324
Landon, Alfred, Republican presiden-

tial candidate 1936, 175-176, 194;
Democratic support for, 177—178

Langer, William, and foreclosures, 26
Lardner, James, 223
Lardner, Ring, 223
Latin America, and Good Neighbor

policy, 207-210; and U.S. defense

agreement, 306
Laval, Pierre, partition of Ethiopia,

221
Lawrence, David, and Roosevelt pro-

gram, 187
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League of Nations, and Roosevelt, 10;

and U.S. entrance, 197-199; and
Japanese expansion, 212, 227; and
sanctions against Italy, 221

Lee, Higginson & Co., and Kreuger,

20

Leffingwell, Russell, and gold stand-

ard, 51 ; supports Roosevelt in

1936, 190

Lehman, Herbert, and Henry Street,

33 ; bank holiday in New York, 39

;

and “litdc New Deal” in New York,

187; and court packing bill, 238;
election of 1938, 271

Lemke, William, presidential candi-

date on Union party, 181; and 1936

elections, 195
Levinson, Salmon, and Kellogg pact,

213

Lewis, David, and social security leg-

islation, 131

Lewis, J. Hamilton, and Democratic
nominations of 1932, 6

Lewis, John L., on suspension of anti-

trust laws, 57; and unionization of

miners, 106; and industrial union-

ism, 109-111; and Guffey-Snyder

Act of 1935, 161; and 1936 elec-

tions, 188-189; and U.S. Steel, 239;

and Roosevelt, 243; and wages and
hours law, 262; and Communists,

282; and nonintervention, 311; and
WiUkie, 320

Lewis, Sinclair, Dodsworth, 93; and
Federal Theatre Project, 126; and
native-born Hitlers, 276; and Com-
munists, 282

Lewis, Willmott, 13

Liberals, urban, and support for

Roosevelt in 1932, 7; and work re-

lief, 124-125; on firings in Agri-

culture Dept., 139; opposed to

court packing bill, 234—235; at-

tack monopoly, 246-247, 257; and
wages and hours law, 262 ; effort to

purge Democratic party of conserv-

atives, 266-270; and elections of

1938, 271-272; approach to prob-

lems, 341
Liberty league, see American Liberty

League

377

Lilienthal, David, and TVA, 86-87,

149, 165, 341-342; and electricity,

157

Lindbergh, Charles A., 312, 340
Lippmann, Walter, on Roosevelt, 10,

47; audior of Drift and Mastery

^

34; on NRA codes, 69; on power
blocs, 87; on Townsend Plan, 105;

on government standstill, 146; on
Banking Act of 1935 victory, 160;

on wages and hours law, 261

“Little NRA,” 161-162

“Little New Deals,” 187-188

Litvinov, Maxim, and restoration of

relations between Russia and United

States, 206

Lobbies, Congressional investigation

of power company lobbies, 156

Local governments, and inadequacy

of relief, 52

Lodge, Henry Cabot, and wages and

hours law, 261

Logan, Marvel, and court packing bill,

238

Xx>ndon Economic Conference of 1933,

and silver, 82—83

London Naval Conference, 215

Long, Breckinridge, and government

spending, 37; and fascism, 288; and

defeat of England, 303

Long, Huey, and Democratic nomina-

tions in 1932, 7; and filibuster in

Senate, 28; popular appeal of, 96-

99; supports “prevailing wage” for

work relief, 124—125; and efforts

of Resettlement Administration,

140; and Roosevelt, 146, 152; as-

sassination of, 179-180; and World
Court, 216; and fascism, 275

Lord, Bert, on reorganization bill, 278
Lorentz, Parc, 329
Louis, Joe, 195

Lubin, Isador, on recession, 245
Luce, Robert, and banking bill, 44
Ludlow amendment, and Congress,

229-230
Ludlow, Louis, and national referen-

dum for war, 229
Lumber, and NRA code, 66
Lundberg, Ferdinand, Americans Sixty

Families, 247
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Lundeen, Ernest, plan for unemploy-

ment benefits, 132

Lynd, Helen M. and Robert, MiddU^
town in Transition

j

impact of de-

pression, 273

McAdoo, William, and Democratic
nominations in 1932, 7 ; and indus-

trial recovery, 57; and Roosevelt,

266
MacArthur, Douglas, and Bonus
Army, 15; F.D.R. on, 96

McCarran, Patrick, and “prevailing

wage” for work relief, 124-125;
and Supreme Court, 235; and 1938
primary, 267

McCarthy, Mary, on Communists, 282
McCormick, Anne O’Hare, and

Roosevelt, 166, 167
MacDonald, Rsunsay, on Roosevelt,

202
McGroarty, John, and old-age pen-

sions, 131-132; Townsend breaks

with, 181

MacLeish, Archibald, 341, 342
McMahon, Thomas, of Textile Work-

ers, 111

McNary, Charles, and 1936 election,

191; Republican vic^presidential

nominee in 1940, 314
McReynolds, James, conservative Su-

preme Court justice, 143; and Su-

preme Court decisions, 144; and
court packing bill, 232, 236

Madison Square Garden, rally against

German treatment of Jews, 211;
and Gcrman-American Bund rally,

276
Main, Vemer, supporter of Townsend

Plan, 180-181

Malaya, and Japan, 308
Manchuria, and Js^ianese expansion,

212-213
Mann, Thomas, 286
Markham, Edwin, 169
Marlowe, Christopher, Dr. Faustus,

performed by Federal Theatre Proj-

ect, 126
Marsel, George Catlet^ and defeat

of England, 303; and Army, 307;
and conscription, 308

Martin, Homer, supporter of Cough-
lin, 103

Martin, Joseph, on TVA, 55

Mason, Noah, on Communism, 281

Matsuoka, Yosuke, 197, 309
Maverick, Maury, and Ludlow amend-

ment, 230; and Supreme Coiut,

236; on TVA, 253; on rebuilding

defenses, 284
Means, Gardiner, 34
Meat packers, unionization of, 241

Medical-care cooperatives, and FSA,
141

Mellon, Andrew, 98
Mencken, H. L., 47, 343
Merriam, Frank, 1934 elections for

governor of California, 114^-115;

defeated in 1938, 272
Messersmith, George, on Nazis, 210
Mexico, muralists of, influence on art,

128; and Dwight Morrow, 207;
policy affecting United States, 209

Meyer, Agnes, on Hoover, 39; on
Roosevelt, 44

Michigan, “little New Deal” of, 187-

188 ; and strikers, 242
Xiiddle class, and businessman, 22;

support for Coughlin, 103; and
FHA loans, 135; and unionization

and strikes, 242-243; and support

for Roosevelt, 243; and elections of

1938, 271 ; and support for Willkic,

317
Migrant farmers, “Arkies” and “Ok-

ies,” pUght of, 138-139, 141-142;

camps established by FSA, 141; see

also Farm laborers, Sharemppers
Millay, Edna St.* Vincent, 342
Miller-Tydings Act of 1937, “fair

trade” laws, 162
Minis, Walter, Road to War, 198
Mills, Ogden, on Roosevelt, 31; and

banking bill, 43; and Martin Dies,

280
Miners, Coal Caravan of, 25; and

United Mine Workers, 106; Guffey-

Snyder Act, 161; Guffey-Vmson
Act, 162

Minneapolis, successful strike in, 113

Minnesota moratorium on mortgages,

upheld by Supreme Court, 143
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Mississippi Valley Committee, report

on conservation, 173
Mitchell, Charles, and Pecora investi-

gation, 20
Moffat, Jay Pierrepont, on Nine-
Power meeting, 227 ; on war, 293

Moffett, James, director of FHA, 135
Moley, Raymond, and Roosevelt, 32,

33, 45, 153, 168-169; and business-

govemment co-operation, 35; and
industrial recovery, 55 ; on new ad-

ministrators, 63; on inflation and
spending, 85; on New Deal, 93; and
permanence of unemployment, 142;
on taxes, 153, 171; economic na-

tionalist, 199, 204; at International

Economic Conference, 201; and
Pittman, 253; on TNEC, 258; and
reformers, 339

Monopoly, and the economy, 34; and
NRA codes, 67; dangers of, 246-

247; and TNEC, 257-260
Monroe Doctrine, multilaterization of,

296; and Havana Conference, 306
Montesquieu, and New Deal program,

35
Mooney, James, and recognition of

Russia, 205
Mooney, Thomas, and Governor Ol-

son, 272
Moore, A. Harry, against social se-

curity legislation, 131
Moore, John Bassett, American on
World Court, 211

Moratorium on mortgages, in Miime-
sota, upheld by Supreme Court, 143

Morehead case, and Supreme Court,

236
Morgan, Arthur, and TVA, 164; dis-

missal of, 165
Morgan, Harcourt, and TVA pro-

gram, 87, 165
Morgan, House of, and gold standard,

51; investigation of, 59; income
taxes and, 60; and recognition of

Russia, 207
Morgan, J. P., before Pecora commit-

tee, 59; and Father Coughlin, 101;
as agent for Allies, 217

Morgan, Thomas, and recognition of
Russia, 205

Morgenthau, Henry, Jr., and Henry
Street, 33; and FCA, 52; and gold

bu)^g, 79-82; on silver, 82; fiscal

policies of, 91; and Roosevelt tax

program, 153; and Mexican silver,

209; and repeal of embargo, 223;
and Fanay attack, 228, 229; on re-

cesrion, 244—245, 248, 249; on
spending, 256; and Japan, 309

Morrow, Dwight, and mission to Mex-
ico, 207

Mortgages, foreclosiires, of farmers,

23-26, 51; and FCA, 52; of home-
owners, 53; and HOLC, 53; and
farm laws, 162

Motherwell, Hiram, 126
Mowrer, Edgar Ansel, on German per-

secutions, 210
Mumford, Lewis, on PWA, 70
Murphy, Frank, governor of Michigan,

188; appointed to Supreme Court,

238; and support for strikers, 242;
defeated in 1938, 271; Attorney
General, 274; and Communists, 281

Murray, James, on lobbying, 155; on
Roosevelt, 272; and peacetime
draft, 308; and third term, 315

Murray, Philip, director of Steel

Workers Organizing Committee,
239

Muscle Shoals, government operation

of, 54; success of, 191
Mussolini, Benito, and Spanish Civil

War, 223; speaks in Berlin, 226;
grain Albania, 287 ; declares war on
France, 302

Mussolini, Vittorio, on bombing, 221
Muste, A. J., and Auto-Lite strike, 112
Myers, William, and FCA, 52
Myrd^ Gunnar, 322

Nathan, George Jean, 343
National Association for Advancement

of Colored People (NAACP), on
Roosevelt program, 185—186; and
Mrs. Roosevelt, 192

National Association of Manufactur-
ers, and jobless, 21; and Tydings

amendment to NLRA, 151

National City Bank, and Pecora in-

vestigation, 20
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National Committee to Uphold Con-
stitutional Grovemment, and wages
and hours law, 261 ; and reorganiza-

tion bUl, 279; see also Gannett,

Frank
National Defend Research Commit-

tee, 300
National Housing Act of 1934, 135
National Industrial Recovery Act,

program of, 53, 57—58; and union-

ism, 107; and subsistence home-
steads, 136; and Supreme Court,

144-145
National Labor Relations Act, provi-

sions- of, 150-152; and Supreme
Court, 231, 236; and unionization,

242 ; as reform to contain labor, 336
National Labor Relations Board, and
New Deal, 12; powers of, 151; and
Communists, 283; and Willkie, 320

National Parks, and conservationists,

174
National Progressives of America, La

Follctte*s third party, 283—284
National Recovery Administration,

and New Deal program, 12; and
code agreements, 64-71; and con-

sumers, 88; and textile strike, 112-

113; contemplated revival of, 163,

248; and Negroes, 185; as expres-

sion of collective action, 340
National Recovery Review Board, to

study codes, 67
National Security Council, 328
National Union for Social Justice, or-

ganization of Coughlin, 102—103;

and support of Lemke in 1936,

182-183

National Youth Administration, aid to

students and jobless youth, 129,

336; and Negroes, 187; appropria-

tions for, 257

Navy, United States, appropriations

for, 300; and destroyer deal, 304-
305

Navy Department, and PWA con-

struction, 133; Atlantic Squadron
of the Navy, 286

Nazis, fi{^t for Franco, 223; conquer
Austria, 256, 284, 288; treatment of

Jews, 285; pact with Soviet Russia,

293; see also Germany, Hitler

Negroes, voting in AAA referendums,

85; and Federal Theatre Project,

126; as sharecroppers and farm la-

borers, 138; and treatment under
FSA, 141; and Roosevelt, 185-187;
and Mrs. Roosevelt, 192; and Wil-

8(m, 235, 332; and Democratic
strength, 272; and 1940 elections,

322; and New Deal coalition, 332,

347
Nelson, Donald, 318
Netherland East Indies, 308, 323

Neutrality Act of 1935, provisions of,

219; and Italy, 220; extension of

embargo in 1936, 222
Neutrality Act of 1937, provisions of,

224-225; efforts to repeal, 291-292,
294-295

Neutrality Act of 1939, provisions of,

295
New Deal, name for Roosevelt’s pro-

gram, 8; and 1932 campaign, 12-

13; and war debts, 30; sources for

program, 33-36, 37-39; and NRA
code agreements, 64; and farm pro-

gram, 77-78, 254-256; divergent

views within, 84-93; and business-

men, 90-93; Father Coughlin on,

101; and subsistence homesteads,

136-137; and decisions of Supreme
Court, 143-145, 232; denounced by

U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 147;

“Second New Deal,” 162-163; ide-

ology of, 163-165, 273; and con-

servation movement, 173; and poli-

cies of Landon, 175-176; and
Negroes, 185-187; and “little New
Deal” of states, 187-188; opposed

by conservative Democrats, 252—

254; setbacks of, 265-266, 272-273;

and Communists, 281, 282; and
control of Democratic party, 317;
and 1940 elections, 322; and art of

governing, 329-330; as represento-

tive of new groups, 332, 347; ap-

proach to reform, 337—340, 341;
pragmatism of, 344-345; Heavenly
City of, 345
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sw Freedom, speeches of Roosevelt,

10; and New Deal program, 34;

and Securities Act, 59 ; see also

Brandeisians

rw Nationalism, and speeches of

Roosevelt, 10; and New Deal pro-

gram, 34, 36; and ideas for indus-

trial recovery, 56
:w York, state, and Supreme Court,

144, 231; “Uttle New Deal” of, 187
w York Times, on TVA, 55; on
NRA, 161; on Roosevelt victory in

1936, 196; on Nine-Power meeting,

228; supports WilUde in 1940, 318
w York Times Weekly Business In-

dex, fall, 1933, 78; May, 1934, 93;
May, 1936, 194; December, 1937,
243

ne-Power Treaty, 212, 227
»minations, presidential, see Demo-
cratic party and Republican party
intervention Committee, and em-
bargo on Spain, 223
recognition, as technique against

Etggression, 213
rris, George, and Roosevelt, 12,

190, 191; support for TVA, 54—55;
on NIRA, 58; and court packing
bill, 235 ; and peacetime draft, 307

;

and third term, 315
>rris, Kathleen, Catholic anti-Franco,

224

•rris, Tennessee, and Negroes, TVA
model town, 185, 345
rway, 299

e, Gerald, on NRA codes, 67; and
1936 elections, 191; and investiga-

tion of armaments industry, 217—

219; and repeal of embargo, 223,

224; on Roosevelt, 289; on 1940

elections, 322-323

e Committee, investigation of ar-

maments industry, 217-219

Connor, l^asil, law partner of Roose-

irelt, 32

Connor, J. F. T., Controller of the

Currency, opposed Ecdes proposals,

159

Connor, John, conservative chair-

381

man of House Rules Committee,
268

Office for Co-ordination of Commer-
cial and Cultural Relations between
the American Republics, 306

Oil, and NRA code, 66; Connally Act
of 1935, 162; Mexico expropriates

industry, 209; and embargo imder
Neutrality Act of 1935, 220

Old-age pensions, and social security

legislation, 130—132; and New Deal
ideology, 165; and Supreme Court,

237
Old Age Revolving Pensions, Limited,

program of Townsend, 103-104;
strength of, 180; collapse of, 181

Olson, Culbert, and “little New Deal”
in Galifomia, 188; victory in 1938,

272
Olson, Floyd, moratorium on mortgage

sales, 25-26; budget of, 36; and
farmers, 74; radical leadership of,

95-96
O’Mahoncy, Joseph, and court packing

bill, 234; chairman of TNEC, 257,

258
O’Neill, Eugene, 93
Open Shop, and strikes, 239

Pacelli, Cardinal, Papal Secretary of

State, and Coughlin, 183

Pacifists, 211, 223
Pact of Paris, see Kellogg-Briand Pact

Palmer, A. I^tchell, and platform of

Roosevelt in 1932, 9
Panama, and United States, 208
Parran, Thomas, surgeon general, 176

Patent statutes, and TNEC investiga-

tions, 258
Patman bonus bill, vetoed by Roose-

velt, 147
Patten, Simon, 34; and purchasing

power, 36
Peace organizations, and Communists,

282
Pearl Harbor, 323
Pearson, Fra^ and gold buying, 78-

79, 80
Pecora, Ferdinand, and investigation

of business under Hoover, 20; and
Securities Act, 59--60
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Peek, George, and farm recovery, 75—

76; and Chester Davis, 139; resig-

nation over tariff policies, 204—205
Pelley, William Dudley, and organiza-

tion of Silver Shirts, 276
Pennsylvania, and “little New Deal,”

187

Pennsylvania Railroad, and PWA,
133; for recognition of Russia, 207

Pepper, Claude, and wages and hours

bill, 262 ; ardent New Dealer, 266
Perkins, Frances, social reformer, 33;

and New Nationalists, 34; and un-
employment relief, 52; and indus-

trial recovery, 56; on Hugh John-
son, 108; and social security, 130,

346; and NLKB, 150; and 1940
Democratic nominations, 315; on
1940 RepubUean platform, 320; on
Roosevelt, 330-331

Philippine Islands, independence for,

215
Phillips, William, on Roosevelt, 167,

285; on Italy, 302; and defeat of

England, 303
Pinchot, Gifford, on Landon, 175
Pittman, Key, on Democratic plat-

form of 1932, 9; and silver pur-

chase, 82-84; and Keynesian tax

bill, 171; and neutrality legislation,

219, 224-225; and Moley, 253; and
repeal of embargo, 291, 292; and
drfeat of England, 302

Planning, national, Roosevelt on need
for, in 1932, 11-12; and New Deal
program, 33, 163; and financial sys-

tem, 36; and industrial recovery,

56; and Roosevelt, 164; TVA as,

164

Platt Amendment, treaty abrogating^

between Cuba and United States,

208

Polish-Americans, and Democratic
strength, 272; and aid to Britain,

310; and 1940 elections, 322
Polish Corridor, and Hitler, 289, 293
Pollock, Jackson, 128
Poor, Henry Varaum, 128
Pope, James, and Roosevelt, 266
“Popular Front” era, and Communist

influence, 282

Population, decline of, 29-30
Populists, and New Deal, 33

Post, Langdon, New York City’s

Housing Commissioner, support for

federal housing, 134
Potato Control Act, 75

Power, private, see Utilities

Power, public, in New York State, 4;
and 1932 campaign of Roosevelt,

11 ; and TVA, 87; and PubUc Utili-

ties Holding Company Act, 157;
and Willkie, 320; and economy,

336 ; see also Utilities

Presidency, and Hoover, 13; and
Roosevelt, 41-42, 327—328; and
New Deal, 84; and Emergency Re-
lief Appropriation Act, 125; and
monetary control, 158; as focus for

nation, 331—332, 335
Pressman, Lee, and Agriculture Dept.,

76; firing of, 139
Progressive party, and Theodore

Roosevelt, 332; see also La Follette

Progressive Party

Progressives, and Roosevelt, 4^5, 12,

27, 147; and deficit spending, 37;
and banking bill, 44; and TVA,
54-55; and NRA, 58; and Securi-

ties Act, 59~€0; and NRA codes,

67; and New Deal, 84; and Dem-
ocratic party, 92; and 1936 elec-

tions, 191; isolationists, and Spanish

Civil War, 223
Pre^bition, and Raskob, 5; and 1932

elections, 9, 326; and repeal, 46-47

Pryor, Samuel, Jr., 314
Public health services, under Social

Security Act, 132; PWA buildings

for, 133

Public Utilities Holding Company
Act, curb on bigness, 156—157

Public works, legislation, 52—53; and
industrial recovery, 56, 58, 70, 91

Public Works Administration, and in-

dustrial recovery, 70; building ac-

tivities of, 133-134; and names of

housing projects, 191; cut down in

1937, 244; appropriation for, 257;

and Dies, 281
Pujo study of 1912, on economy, 257
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Radicals, challenge of, 95-106; and
1934 elections, 114^-117

Railroad Retirement Act, 91 ; and Su-

preme Court decision, 144; new re-

tirement laws, 162
Railroads, and government, 88
Railway Brotherhoods, 268
Rainey, Henry, on unanimity of Con-

gress, 44; on silver, 50
Raskob, John J., Democratic National

Chairman, 5 ; Roosevelt enacts pro-

gram of, 48; and American Liberty

League, 90-91
Rath, Ernst vom, 285
Rauschenbush, Paul, and social se-

curity program, 130
Rayburn, Samuel, and Securities Act,

59
Recession, of 1937, 244-246, 248-

250 ; strengthened conservatives,

254; unemployment during, 256;
and need for new ideas on economy,

265; and elections of 1938, 271
Reciprocal trade agreements, and

Hull, 200, 203, 204—205
;
opposition

to, 204; benefits Latin America, 208
Reconstruction Finance Corporation,

and recovery, 71-72, 336
Reed, David, and Hoover, 31

Reed, Stanley, appointed to Supreme
Court, 238

Reforestation, and 1932 elections, II;

and federal aid to imemployed, 52-

53; and TVA, 55; and CCC, 174
Reformers, aspirations of, 4; social,

and New Deal program, 33, 329;
and social security program, 130;
and low-cost housing, 134; and
1936 election, 191 ; and Mrs. Roose-
velt, 192; and New Deal approach,

337-340
Relief, unemployment, system in New
York State, 4, 187; and New Deal
program, 12; federal grants for, 53,

91; humiliation in asking for, 120;

and GWA, 121-123; massive pro-

gram of WPA, 124-126; and Social

Security Act, 130-132; projects for,

and profits, 165; and Negroes, 187;

to strikers, 242; during recession,

249; and Willkic, 320

383

Reno, Milo, farm leader, 24, 74; and
strike by Farmers* Holiday Associa-

tion, 51; and Huey Long, 99, 103

Reorganization bill of 1938, to reor-

ganized federal government, 277-

280
Republican party, and 1932 elections,

3, 17; and federal sales taxes, 4;

and tariffs in 1932, 10; and support

for Roosevelt in 1932, 12-13; and
elections in 1934, 117; and bounties

to fanners, 172—173; and 1936 elec-

tions, 175, 179, 191, 196; and Lib-

erty League, 179; and Negro vote,

185, 187; and court packing bill,

234; and John L. Lewis, 243; bi-

partisan bloc with Democrats, 252;

on taxes, 260; victories in 1938

election, 271; and nonintervention,

310; and Willkie, 312-314
Republic Steel strike, 241

Resettlement Administration, rural re-

habilitation and land programs,

140—141
;
replaced by FSA, 141

Reuther, Walter, 242
Revenue Act of 1932, 4
Revenue Act of 1936, 171

Revenue Act of 1938, on lowering of

taxes, 260
Reynaud, Paul, 299
Rice, Elmer, 126
Richardson, James Otto, 323

Richberg, Donald, and industrial re-

covery, 56; head of NRA, 68-69;

and spending, 85 ; and labor boards,

107-108; and NLRB, 150; and
Roosevelt, 163, 248, 346

Ritchie, Albert, and Democratic nom-
inations in 1932, 6; bank holiday

in Maryland, 39
Roberts, Owen, Supreme Court jus-

tice, 143; and milk board decision,

144; and processing tax decision,

170; and Wagner Act, 236; “con-

version” of, 237
Robinson, Joseph, conservative south-

ern senator, 138; and Roosevelt on
World Court, 216; and court pack-

ing bill, 237; death of, 238
Robinson-Patman Act of 1936, on re-

bates, 162
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Roche, Michael, 300
Rockefeller, John D., Jr., 98
Rockefeller, Nelson, and Latin Amer-

ica, 306
RodeU, Fred, 259
Rogers, Will, on World Court, 216
Roosevelt, Eleanor, support for sub-

sistence homesteads, 136; and Ne-
groes, 186-187, 192; as conscience

of administration, 192; on Roose-

velt, 331 ;
on New Deal, 347-348

Roosevelt, Franklin Delano, record as

governor of New York, 4—5; and
1932 elections, 7-9, 10-13; and
Hoover, 30-32; legislative program
of 1933, 32-38; as leader of coun-

try, 41-42, 61-62, 115-117, 193-

194, 251, 332; and banking mes-

sage, 43, 77—78; farm program,

48-49
;
and unemployment relief,

52-53, 124; and TVA, 54; on
FDIG, 60; recruitment of adndnis-

trators, 63-64; and gold, 79-82;

and role of government, 87-89,

331-332; social security program,

93-94, 130-133; and Huey Long,

96-97; and Coughlin, 101; and
unionism, 107-108; and Hopkins,

120-121; and CWA, 122-123; and
low-cost housing, 134—136; and Su-
preme Court, 145, 231-238; and
business, 146-148, 176-177, 183-

184; and Frankfurter, 150; and
taxes, 152; and Ecd^ bill, 160;
and NRA, 163; public image and
private personality, 167—170; Dem-
ocratic opponents in 1936, 178;
Coughlin-Townsend opposition in

1936, 180-183; and labor, 189; and
isolationism, 198-199, 210, 211,
286—287

; and International Eco-
nomic Conference, 201-202; and
reciprocal trade agreements, 204-
205; and Soviet Russia, 206; and
Latin America, 207-210; and Ja-
pan, 214-215, 228; and World
Court, 215-217; and neutrality leg-

islation, 219; and embargo policy,

220, 224, 294—295; on “quaran-
tine,” 226; and Ludlow amend-
ment, 230; and John L. Lewis, 243;

and recession, 246-247, 249-250;
and third term, 252; and spending,

256-257, 264; and Revenue Act of

1938, 260; and 1938 primaries,

267-269; and 1938 elections, 271-

274; and Dies, 281 ; on Munich set-

tlement, 285; and prevention of

war, 289-292; destroyers for bases

deal, 303—306; and peacetime draft,

308; and 1941) elections, 316-317,

321-322; and re-creation of Office

of President, 327-328; as adminis-

trator, 328—329; press conferences,

function of, 330; fireside chats,

function of, 330-331 ;
philosophy of,

344, 348; strengths of, 346
Roosevelt, James, and Democratic

purge of conservatives, 266
Roosevelt, Theodore, New National-

ist, 34; and Frank Knox, 175; and
court packing bill, 234; and Presi-

dency, 327; and lily-white Progres-

sive party, 332

Root, Oren, Jr., 313

Roper, D2Lniel, 315

Rosenman, Samuel, 32

Rosenwald Fund, project to benefit

southern tenant farmer, 140

Ross, C. Ben, 25

Rossiter, Clinton, 327, 328
Roussy de Sales, Raoul de, 294
Rowell, Chester, 175

Rumely, Edward, and reorganization

bill, 279

Ruml, Beardsley, 48
Rural Electrification Administration,

and American farmers, 157-158

Russia, see Soviet Russia

Ryan, Monsignor John, rebukes

Coughlin, 183

Ryskind, Morris, 343

S2des tax, federal, 4
Sanctions, as technique against ag-

gressors, 211; and embargo against

Italy, 220; League of Nations,

against Italy, 221; Roosevelt on,

227 ; and Japan, 309, 323
Sandburg, Carl, 322
San Francisco, general strike, 113—114
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Ian Martin, Dr. Ram6n Grau, Cuban
government of, 208

Santee, Ross, 127
iaxon, Lyle, 127
>chacht, Hjalmar, on Roosevelt’s eco-

nomic policies, 203
khall, Thomas, 216
khechter brothers case, and uncon-

stitutionality of NIRA, 145, 236
Ichlesinger, Arthur, 146
^chlesinger, Arthur, Jr., 163
»chneidennan, William, 300
Schools, built by GWA, 121 ; built by
WPA, 126; students aided by NYA,
129; built under PWA, 133; see

also Education
Ichuman, Frederick L., 210
khuman, William, 329
Schuster, George, Catholic anti-

Franco, 224
khwellenbach, Lewis, and Japan, 291
lection 7 (a). National Industrial Re-
covery Act, guarantees to labor, 58;
and NRA codes, 66; and unionism,

107; see also National Industrial

Recovery Act
lecurities Act, adoption of, 59; pro-

visions of, 90-91; drafted by Cor-
coran and Cohen, 149

lecurities and Exchange Commission,

purposes of, 90—91; and provision

on holding companies, 155-157;
and Wheeler-Raybiim bill, 156

yeligman, Edwin R. A., and deficit

spending, 36
yenate. United States, investigation of

Wall Street imder Hoover, 19-20;

and banking bill, 44; and farm
bill, 49-52; and Black biU, 56;

and NIRA, 58; and Social Security

Act, 131-132; and NULB, 151; and
investigation of power lobbies, 156;

opposition to Eedes bill, 159-160;

and wages and hours law, 261 ; and
reorganization bill, 279; and Neu-
trality Act, 291

Sharecropper, plight of, 137-141; Ne-
gro, 185; and Congress, 250; and
New Deal, 347; see also Migrant
farmer

‘Share Our Wealth,” national organi-
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zadon of Long, 98-99; disintegra-

tion after death of Long, 180
Shea, Frank, firing of, from Agricul-

ture Dept, 139
Sherwood, Robert, on Hopkins, 120;

and aid to democracies, 310; and
ineffectual aesthete, 341

Shipbuilding, and NRA code, 66; and
union, 106

Shipstead, Henrik, and Panay attack,

229
Shouse, Jouett, and American Liberty

League, 92
Silver, free coinage, 50; Silver Pur-
cha^ Act of 1934, 82-84; and Fa-
ther Coughlin, 101-102; and
Grover Cleveland, 147; boycott of

Mexican, 209
Silver Shirts, and-Semidc organiza-

don, 276
Simkhovitch, Mary, 134
Simon, Sir John, on territorial integ-

rity of China, 213
Simonds, Frank, on Versailles Treaty,

198
Sinclair, Upton, campaign for gover-

nor of California, 114—115; and
Roosevelt tax program, 152

Singler, Walter, farm leader, 24
Sisson, Fred, New York Congressman,

on neutrality l^hl^tion, 219
Slattery, Harry, 329
Sloan, Alfred P., Jr., and business, 247
Slum clearance, and New Deal pro-

gram, 12, 347; and vested interests,

88; under PWA, 133-134; and Ne-
groes, 186; see also Housing

Smith, Adam, 34
Smith, Al, and cemservadon and pub-

lic power, 4; and 1932 nominadons,

5, 7; and repeal, 46-47; on gold

buying, 79; and American Liberty

League, 92; on Democradc party,

178-179; on German treatment of

Jews, 211; and Pelley, 276
Smith, “Cotton Ed,’* said wages and

hours law, 261, 262; and 1938 pri-

maries, 267, 268
Smith, Gerald L. K., and “Share Our
We^th” organizadon, 98 ; and
death of Long, 180; and Townsend,
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181; and Corner Smith, 182; and
anti-Semitism, 182

Smith, Comer, of Oklahoma, de^

Bounces Gerald Smith, 182
Smith, Howard, and wages and hours

law, 261

Smith, Ira, 331
Smith Act, provisions of, 301

Smoot, Reed, defeat of, in 1932, 27
Social insurance, and New Deal pro-

gram, 35; and Roosevelt program,

93, 130-133; and Frances Perkins,

346
Social Security Act, provisions, 132-

133; and supporters of Brandeis,

149; and Roosevelt, 150; and pay-

roll levies, 154; modeled on private

instuance s3rstems, 165; and Town-
send stren^, 180; and Supreme
Court, 232, 237; liberalization of,

274; and Willkie, 320
Socialists, and 1932 elections, 27;

leaders of Southern Tenant Farm-
ers’ Union, 138; and 1936 elections,

188

Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot-

ment Act, for farm bounties sind

conservation, 172-173
Soil Conservation Service, Agriculture

Department, created in 1935, 173

Soil Erosion Service of Interior De-
partment, created in 1933, 173

Southern Tenant Farmers* Union, or-

ganization of sharecroppers and
farm laborers, 138

Soviet Russia, and applications for

jobs, 28; and U^. recognition,

205-207; danger of, 288-289; pact

with Nazis, 293; and invasion of

Finland, 296-297
Spani^ Civil War, and United States

policy, 222-224; Franco nears vic-

tory, 284; re# also Franco
Spencer, Howland, 176-177
Spending, government, and 1932 elec-

tion, 11; to revive purchasing

power, 3^37; acts against, 47-48;
and recession, 245 ; support for,

256-257, 264; see also Brandeisians,

DeEdt spending, Keynesians, Relief

Spillman, W. J., and farm bill, 48

Sprague, Oliver M. W., and gold buy-

ing, 80
Spreckels, Rudolph, and Coughlin,

103

Stamp, Sir Josiah, 336
Stark, Harold, 300; and destroyer

deal, 304; and Navy, 323
Stassen, Hamid, elected in 1938, 271;

and Willkie, 314
States’ rights, and bipartisan bloc, 254
Steagall, Hen^, and FDIC, 60; on

federal housing, 135

Steel, production in 1932, 1; and
N]^ code, 66; weakness of labor,

109; and strikes, 239-240, 241

Steel Workers Organizing Committee,
and U.S. Steel, 239-240 ; and Little

Steel, 241 ; and recession, 254
Steffens, Lincoln, on Roosevelt, 191

Stein, Gertrude, on Huey Long, 98
Steinbeck, John, on migprant farmers,

139

Stem, J. David, and Roosevelt, 147

Stevenson, Adlai, in Agriculture Dept.,

76

Stimson, Henry, on Hoover, 13; on
Roosevelt, 31-32; and Wallace,

204; on Japanese aggression in

China, 212-213, 290, 309; Secre-

tary of War, 301; and peacetime

draft, 308; on aid to Englmd, 324

Stock Exchange, closes, 39 ; regulation

of, 90-91, 336; sto^ market falls,

256
Stokes, Tom, on New Deal ideology,

163; on WPA in Kentucky election,

270

Stokowski, Leopold, 340

Stone, Harlan Fiske, Supreme Court

justice, 143; on processing tax de-

cision, 170

Strikebreakers, federal law against,

242
Strikes, of 1934, 111-114; sit-down,

of 1936, 239-242; sit-down, and
Gamer, 252

Stuart, R. Douglas, 311
Subsistence Homestead Division, 136
Sumners, Hatton, opposition to court

packing bill, 234
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urpluses, farm, “domestic allotment”

plan, 4^8, 172-173; and program of

AAA, 72-78; and silver, 83; and
AAA statute of 1938, 255—256; and
aid to Finland, 296
upreme Court of the United States,

and wages and hours legislation, 57,

231, 236; and social security legist

lation, 130, 237; and other reform

legislation, 143-145; and Schechter

case, 145; Guffey-Snyder Act, 161—

162, 231; AAA processing tax, 170,

171, 231 ; Guffey Goal Conservation
Act, 231 ; and court packing bill,

231-238; Wagner Act, 236; on
trust busting, 259-260; flag salute

case, 301 ; ratification of controls on
economy, 335
itherland, George, conservative Su-

preme Court justice, 143
bvanson, Claude, Secretary of the

Navy, and fleet, 215; and Panay at-

tack, 228
mng, Raymond Gram, 293
vope, Gerard, and industiial recov-

ery, 56, 57

aft, Robert, elected in 1938, 271;
and peacetime draft, 307 ; and non-
intervention, 311; and Republican
nomination, 312, 314
aft, William Howard, and govern-
ment reorganization, 277
ammany, and Farley, 6; and Roose-

velt, 10

annenbaum, Frank, and Rosenwald
Fund project, 140
ariff policies, and 1932 elections, 10,

33; at International Economic Con-
ference, 202; and Hull, 203-205;
and trade agreements, 204-205
axes, and farmers during depr^on,
23—25; “soak the rich** scheme, 150;
Roosevelt tax program, 152; regres-

sive tax program, 154; AAA proc-

essing tax imconstitutional, 171;
and recession, 244; and bipartisan

bloc, 254; undistributed-profits, re-

peal of, 260, 273
aylor Grazing Act of 1934, 85, 173
aylor, Myron, 248
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Taylor, Wayne, and Panay attack, 229

Teamsters Union, and industrial work-

ers, 109
Teapot Dome, 70

Temporary National Economic Com-
mittee, investigations of, 257-259

Tennessee Valley Authority, and New
Deal, 12; and social planning, 54-

55, 164-165, 342; “grass roots de-

mocracy,*’ 86; and public power,

87, 157; and Brandeisians, 149;

amendment to, 162; achievements,

165; multipurpose river basin de-

velopment, 174; and Negroes, 185;

and Maverick, 253; and Willkie,

312
Textile workers, strike of 1934, 112—

113; unionization of, 240

Textile Workers Organizing Commit-
tee, and American Woolen, 240

Thanksgiving, date changed under

Roosevelt, 176
Thomas, Elbert, on immigration quo-

tas, 286; on Roosevelt, 346
Thomas, Elmer, and inflation amend-
ment to farm bill, 50 ;

on silver pur-

chase, 82; and Roosevelt, 267

Thomas, Norman, on Roosevelt, 62;
and abuses of AAA, 138; and non-

intervention, 311

Thompson, William O., 68
Tobin, Dan, ’ and industrial workers,

109, 110
Tojo, Hideki, 309
Townley, A. C., and strike by Farm-

ers’ Holiday Association, 51

Townsend, Dr. Francis, and old-age

pension program, 103-106; and
Roosevelt tax program, 152; and
1936 elections, 179-182; and Ger^

aid L. K. Smith, 181, 182

Townsend Pl^ see Old Age Revolv-

ing Pensions, Limited
Trade, foreign, policies on, 199-200
Trade Agreements Act of 1934, pro-

visions of, 204-205
Trade associations, 87
Trading with the Enemy Act of 1917,

Roosevelt uses, 42
Traylor, Melvin J., and Democratic

nominations in 1932, 6
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Truman, Harry, elected to Senate in

1934, 116

Trust-busting, and New Freedom, 34;
see also Antitrust, Monopoly, Utili-

ties

TugweU, Rexford Guy, on unemploy-

ment, 19; and Roosevelt, 32, 136,

164; and New Nationalists, 34; and
government planning, 35, 36, 84,

339, 341; hard money man, 37; on
farm reforms, 49, 75-76; and in-

dustrial recovery, 56, 84; and social

security, 130; director of Resettle-

ment Administration, 140-141 ; and
Brandeis, 148, 164; economic na-

tionalist, 199; on the 1920’a, 343

Turner, Frederick Jackson, and the

depression, 29

Tweedsmuir, Lord, Governor General

of Canada, 295

Two-thirds rule, of Democratic na^

tkmal convention, 6-7

Tydings, Millard, split with Roose-

velt, 252; and bipartisan manifesto,

254; voting record of, 267—268;

and efforts to purge, 269
Tydings amendment, to NLRA, voted

down by Senate, 151

Tydin^McDuffie Act of 1934, on
Philippine independence, 215

Un-American Activities Committee,
see House Committee on Un-Amer-
ican Activities

Unemployment compensation, see Re-
lief, unemployment

Unemployment problem, descriptions

of, 1-3, 19, 26; and 1932 elections,

-9; demonstrations against, 25; and
migration to Europe, 28; and fed-

eral assistance, 52-53; persistence

of, 94, 142, 259, 263, 265; psycho-
logical effects of, 118-120; and
eWA, 121-123; and NYA, 129;
in 1936, 194-195; in 1937, 244;
during recesskm, 256; attitudes to-

ward, 273—275; and war mobiliza-

tion, 319, 346-347
Union party, Coughlin and Townsend

create in 1936, 181

Unions, and government support, 89,

107-108, 165; and 1936 elections,

188-189; recognition of, 240-241;

and effect of recession, 254; see

also Labor
United Automobile Workers, and G.
M.,240

Unit^ Electrical and Radio Work-
ers, 240

United Mine Workers, unionization

by, 106; and Guffey-Snyder Act of

1935, 161 ; support Roosevelt in

1936, 188-189, 243; see also Coal,

Lewis, Miners
United Rubber Workers, strike of, 240
United States Chamber of Commerce,
and government spending, 37;
breaks with Roosevelt, 147

United States Housing Authority, for

low-cost housing, 135-136

U.S^. Panay, bombing of, 228-229
United States Steel Corporation, and
SWOC, 239-240

Urey, Harold, repeal of embargo, 223
Utilities, government regulation of,

11; public-utility holding company
act, 150; lobby against holding

company act, 155, 156; and TVA,
164; and Willkie, 320; see also An-
titrusts, Monopoly, Power, public

Vandenberg, Arthur, and FDIC, 60;
and neutx^ty legislation, 222; and
bipartisan manifesto, 254; and re-

organization bill, 278; and Japan,

291

Van Devanter, Willis, conservative

Supreme Court justice, 143; resig-

nation of, 237
Van Hise, Charles, 34
Vann, Robert, on Republicans and

Negroes, 187
Vatican, and Coughlin, 183

Veblen, Thorstein, and New Deal
program, 34

Versailles Treaty, 198
Veterans, and l^nus Army, 13-16;

slash payments to, 45; and bonus,
171
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Villard, Oswald Garrison, on Roose-

velt, 116; and court packing case,

235
S^obtead Act, passage of, 46
Vorys, James M., and repeal of em-
bark, 292

Wadsworth, James, and selective serv-

ice, 307
Wages and hours legislation, and Su-

preme Court, 57, 231, 236; guaran-

tees imder 7 (a), 58; and cotton

code, 65; and NRA, 69; Congress

passes, 261—263; see also Fair Labor
Standards Act

Wagner, Robert, opposes deficit spend-

ing, 37; and industrial recovery, 56;

and rights of labor, 57, 89; on
NIRA, 58; and labor boards, 107—

108; and “prevailing wage” for

work relief, 124-125; and social se-

curity legislation, 131; and federal

housing program, 134—136; and
NLRB, 150-151; and urban liberal

support for Roosevelt, 184; and
antilynching bill, 186; and reorgan-

ization bill, 279
Wagner Act, see National Labor Re-

lations Act
Wagner-Steagall Housing Act, 135
Wald, Lillian, 2; on social security

bill, 191
Wall Street, regulation of, 11, 58-60,

148-149, 335-336; and Hoover,
19-20; and New Deal, 33, 36; see

also Banking, Business, Federal Re-
serve Board, Securities and Ex-
changee Commission

Wallace, Henry, and **reflation,” 38;
and farm bill, 48-49; and farm pro-

gram, 72-78; and social security,

130; and firings in Agriculture

D^t., 139; and soil conservation,

172-173; America Must Choose,

middle way, 204; and subsidies,

255; and reorganization bill, 278;
1940 Democratic vice-presidential

nominee, 317; on accomplishments
of New Deal, 347

Walsh, David I., and destroyer deal,

304

Walsh, Frank, supporter of Coughlin,

103; breaks with Coughlin, 182

Walsh Act of June 28, 1940, 304
Walsh-Healey Act of 1936, minimum

labor standards, 162; and strikes,

242
War, attitudes in U^. about World
War I, 197—198; possibility of, in

Far East, 212—213; economic inters

ests in, 217; possibility of, 224;

“quarantine” of, 226-227; and
Ludlow amendment, 229—230; and
New Deal farm program, 256; ahd
imemployment, 319, 346-347

Warburg, James P., and RooscvclPs

monetary views, 38; and industrial

recovery, 55; and gold buying, 80;
against Eccles bill, 159; returns to

Roosevelt in 1936, 179
War debts, and England and France,

30; and New Deal, 31 ; and recogni-

tion of Russia, 206; and Finland,

296
War Department, appropriations for,

300
War Industries Board, for co-ordina-

tion in World War I, 57, 65; and
Hugh Johnson, 65

Warren, Charles, and neutrality legis-

lation, 218
Warren, George, and gold buying, 78-

79, 80
Warren, Lindsay, and court packing

bill, 234
Washington, state, minimum wage

law, 236
Washington Naval Treaty, 215
Watson, James, defeat of in 1932, 27;
and Willkie, 319
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